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The following thesis comprises a systematic, synchronic study of the term תיִרְבּ (berîṯ, 
covenant) in the book of Daniel, the Damascus Document, the Community Rule (Serekh-
ha-Yaḥad), the Hymn Scroll (Hodayot) and the War Scroll (Milḥamah). The basic text 
used for Daniel is the BHS, and for the Dead Sea Scrolls the Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic 
Library, supplemented by other editions.  
Apart from an introduction (chapter 1), the work is divided into two sections. The 
second chapter begins with a discussion of some introductory matters, such as the dating 
and purpose of the book of Daniel. The remainder of the chapter comprises two 
subsections, consisting firstly of an exegesis of Daniel 9 and secondly an exposition of 
Daniel 10-12 with particular reference to covenant terminology. The prayer in Daniel 9 is 
given much space since it is replete with covenant language, though the word תיִרְבּ only 
occurs at Daniel 9:4. The main focus of the second subsection is the vision report in Daniel 
11, with particular emphasis on Daniel 11:20-45 where the word תיִרְבּ occurs.  
The third chapter contains four subsections, each giving an exegesis of those 
parts of the Damascus Document, Community Rule, Hymn Scroll and War Scroll where 
the term תיִרְבּ occurs. Each subsection is preceded by a brief introduction to the scroll 
concerned, looking at such issues as the provenance and dating of the scroll without going 
into too much detail, and followed by a conclusion, summarising the findings in each 
section. While such issues as the nature of the community represented by each scroll are 
mentioned where appropriate, they do not form a major emphasis in this study.  
Throughout, particular prominence is given to specific terminology used in order 
to determine the authors’ theological emphases. A few terms that are related to תיִרְבּ, 
‘covenant’, such as דֶסֶח (ḥeseḏ ‘mercy, lovingkindness’), בָהאָ (’āhāḇ; [covenant] love), הָלאָ 
(’ālāh; ‘curse, oath’), are also included in this study at the relevant places.  
The conclusion (chapter 4) draws together the findings of all sections and seeks 
to compare the terminology used in Daniel with that of the Dead Sea Scrolls.  
 
Key Words 
Covenant, berîṯ, Daniel, Daniel 9, Daniel 10-12, Damascus Document, CD, Community 
Rule, Manual of Discipline, Serekh-ha-Yaḥad, 1QS, Hymn Scroll, Hodayot, 1QH, War 
Scroll, Milḥamah, 1QM. 
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1.1 Background and Rationale for this Research 
Part of my Master’s studies included a detailed investigation of the occurrences of the 
word תירב, ‘covenant,’ in the Old Testament (OT). The main aim was to ascertain the 
context and meaning of the word and to suggest translation equivalents in each case. I 
believed that a similar systematic study on at least some of the Dead Sea Scrolls (in 
particular those where much material had been preserved) would result in some interesting 
comparative material, especially since their idea of covenant seemed to be both similar and 
different from that found in the OT. Furthermore, one of the biblical books that has always 
held a fascination for me is Daniel. Although the word ‘covenant’ only occurs seven times 
in the book, the usual assumption that it is a late work composed close to the time when 
the DSS were composed makes it a good candidate for investigation together with them. 
Initially I wanted to trace the covenant theme throughout the book of Daniel, but space 
restrictions have made it necessary to concentrate on those sections where the word תירב 
actually occurs, i.e. the last two visions in Daniel 9 and 10-12. The same consideration led 
to the restriction of the DSS material: only the Damascus Document and the Cave 1 
material of the Community Rule (Serekh-ha-Yaḥad), the Hymn Scroll (Hodayot) and the 
War Scroll (Milḥamah) can be included in the present study, with only occasional 
references to fragments from other caves where appropriate.  
 
1.2 Research Problem(s) and Objectives 
When I began this research in 2005, the book of Daniel had been researched quite 
extensively in the previous two decades (cf. e.g. the collections of essays in van der 
Woude, ed. 1993; Collins & Flint (eds.). 2001, vols. 1 & 2; and the commentaries by 
Collins 1993; Lucas 2002; Seow 2003; etc.), including comparisons with the Dead Sea 
Scrolls materials (e.g. Mertens 1971), but as far as I was aware, the covenant theme had 
not featured greatly in these studies. There had been some studies on the covenant concept 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls (e.g. the articles in Porter & de Roo 2003), but these also were not 
exhaustive and invited further scrutiny. A sentence that inspired me from the early days of 
my research was the remark by Porter and de Roo (2003:3) that their collection of essays 
should be an impetus ‘to generate further research into the concept of covenant in the 
Second Temple period.’ This was exactly what I hoped to do.  
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In the systematic study of the occurrences of a word in a group of texts a number 
of issues arise. The book of Daniel for example bristles with problems (such as dating, 
unity) that will influence one’s exegesis and that therefore need to be addressed. This will 
be done in the introductory section of the second chapter of this thesis. There is an almost 
universal agreement that Daniel was at least finally edited in the second century BC (more 
precisely between about 167 and 164 BCE), if not composed then. However, there are 
indications that at least part of the book, and perhaps more than most scholars would 
admit, may originate far earlier. In the introduction to the chapter on Daniel, some of these 
problems will be discussed, but occasional references to dating issues will also be 
mentioned in the exegetical sections on Daniel 9-12. My own church background is 
conservative and I believe in the divine inspiration of the Scriptures. Therefore I question 
some of the hypotheses among scholars regarding the (late) date and unity (or lack of it) of 
Daniel. I shall take a fresh look at some of the arguments concerning the dating of the 
book, including a consideration of some DSS material that has to my knowledge not been 
used to discuss the dating of Daniel before.  
The major part of the study will consider how far the covenant and a few selected 
related themes feature in Daniel and the selected DSS (CD, 1QS, 1QHa, 1QM). Of 
particular interest is the investigation of the use of specific terminology in connection with 
covenant, since this gives clues concerning the author’s or authors’ theology. For example, 
what words are used in connection with covenant (such as באו , ‘enter’; םוק, ‘establish’; 
etc.)? What is the significance of the use of the word רבע (‘āḇar) to express the idea of 
‘entering’ into the covenant in 1QS (in most of the OT and other DSS the word means 
‘transgress’ when used with regard to the covenant, but in 1QS it has taken on the meaning 
‘to enter’, just as in Deuteronomy 29, the only covenant context in the Old Testament 
where it does not mean ‘transgress’)?  
Apart from trying to establish the meaning of the word תירב where it is used 
explicitly, it is also important to decide which covenant is in fact being referred to: that 
with the patriarchs, the covenant at Sinai, with the priesthood, with David, the (biblical) 
new covenant or another covenant not mentioned in the Bible. What in fact does it mean to 
‘be in covenant’ for the writers of Daniel, CD, 1QS, 1QH and 1QM? Is there a 
development in the concept of covenant from Daniel to the Dead Sea Scrolls material, and 




1.3 Research Design and Methodology 
This work involves a detailed exegesis and inductive study of the texts of Daniel 9-12 and 
those sections in CD, 1QS, 1QM and 1QHa where the word תיִרְבּ appears. A few related 
terms (such as ‘mercy,’ ‘curse’) will be considered in excursuses or in the course of the 
exegesis of particular scriptures/lines. In other words, apart from considering grammatical 
and contextual issues, this presentation will include a number of lexical studies.  
For the book of Daniel, the basic text is the Masoretic Text (MT) as it appears in 
the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS). The Greek additions will not be included, and 
the Septuagint (LXX) or Old Greek (OG) only referred to where necessary (this is partly 
because I follow the Protestant tradition and partly because I only have a rudimentary 
knowledge of Greek). Although a number of Bible translations (e.g. NASB, NIV, ESV, 
etc.) and translations of the DSS (e.g. DSSEL, DSSSE, Vermez, García Martínez) will be 
quoted, I will mostly provide my own translations.  
The first major part of the thesis, chapter 2, consists of a detailed exegesis of the 
last two visions of Daniel (chapters 9 and 10-12) where the word ‘covenant’ explicitly 
occurs, including an investigation of the structure of these chapters and their purpose in the 
book in general. The prayer in Daniel 9 is very important, since its use of covenant 
language is often underestimated in commentaries. The significance of the chapter for the 
theology of the book as a whole and the visions in particular will also be investigated, 
especially as Daniel 9 is at the centre of the Hebrew visions (chapters 8-12). 
The second major part of the thesis, i.e. chapter 3, comprises an exposition of those 
sections in the Damascus Document (CD), the Community Rule (1QS), the Hodayot 
(1QHa) and the War Scroll (1QM) which mention the word תירב explicitly (comparison 
with material from cave 4 will only be conducted at a few relevant places). The choice of 
these documents rather than others, apart from space restrictions, is partly because they are 
the best preserved among the scrolls, but also because in these documents the word 
‘covenant’ appears most often and therefore the concept seems to be of greater 
significance than in other scrolls. Moreover, at least the first column of 1QM is closely 
related to the book of Daniel. Though strictly speaking CD is not part of the DSS, it has 
been included since a number of cave 4, 5 and 6 fragments have come to light that clearly 
indicate that the work was known among those who hid the scrolls in antiquity. In fact, the 
scroll is usually included in editions and translations of the DSS.  
The present work differs from other studies of תיִרְבּ in the DSS in a number of 
ways, and I believe that it adds to current research by looking at the terminology from a 
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slightly different perspective. As noted, a detailed and systematic study and exegesis of all 
occurrences of the word תיִרְבּ in CD, 1QS, 1QHa and 1QM (including fragments from other 
caves where relevant) will be conducted, including the contexts where the word occurs and 
the particular terminology used by the writers/redactors of these works. This is something 
that does not appear in this way in the works consulted, though that does not necessarily 
mean it has never been done before.  
Secondly, the study will generally be performed synchronically, i.e. redaction-
critical issues will only be mentioned if it is absolutely essential for establishing the sense 
of a particular passage. A number of scholars have engaged in diachronic study,1 and their 
conclusions will be critically assessed where appropriate. I believe that synchronic study 
will add a different dimension to the exegesis of these documents, since it will look at the 
documents as we have them,2 rather than at purported previous forms that are hypothetical 
in nature. Each edition that is available to us was put together for a particular audience, 
and it is the significance for that audience that has to be uncovered before conclusions may 
be drawn regarding the redaction critical history of the text.  
Thirdly, I propose to compare and contrast the use of the word תיִרְבּ and other 
related terms in the DSS with that in the book of Daniel in a more systematic and detailed 
manner than has been seen in the works consulted. The significance of Daniel at Qumran 
is well-documented, and I hope to add my own conclusions to the current research. This 
will be the emphasis in the concluding chapter.   
 
1.4 Brief Survey of Some of the Literature Used 
The bibliography at the end of this thesis gives ample testimony to the many sources to 
which I am indebted and which have influenced my thinking and argument in this thesis. It 
is impossible to comment on all the sources, or even all the major ones, but this part of the 
chapter will briefly highlight some of the texts that have been particularly inspiring, 
challenging or influential during my study.  
For the work on Daniel, John Collins’ commentary (1993), as well as those of 
Baldwin (1978), Goldingay (1991), Longman (1999), Lucas (2002) and Steinmann (2008), 
among many others, have been invaluable resources to which I owe many insights. 
                                                 
1 Cf. Hultgren (2007); Murphy-O’Connor (1970-72); Davies (1982a).  
2 Cf. Charlesworth (1997:200-201) who notes that when studying texts ‘[w]e must see what is before us, a particular 
text, and not simply understand it as a mirror image of another text or family of texts. Its own unique voice must be 
heard…’ (italics added).  
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Baldwin, Longman and Steinmann are more conservative than the others, especially where 
the dating of Daniel is concerned, and I have gained many spiritual insights from them. 
Collins, Goldingay and Lucas each have in their own way challenged my thinking on the 
dating issue, though I still prefer a conservative viewpoint on the matter. Their insights 
into the texts have also been greatly beneficial.  
Because of its different approach to the text, Wildgruber’s (2013) study on 
Daniel 10-12 has been particularly inspiring for that section. Wildgruber engages in what 
she calls ‘close reading.’ She looks at the Hebrew text itself, providing her own translation 
and thorough grammatical analyses, and critically evaluates historical identifications 
usually associated especially with Daniel 11. Most illuminating are her studies of a number 
of semantic fields (such as ‘time’ and ‘religion’). I believe a similar approach conducted 
on the other chapters of Daniel would yield promising results.  
For the study on the DSS Hultgren’s (2007) book From Damascus Covenant to 
the Covenant of the Community was vitally important. Though at first it appeared that this 
book would render my own research redundant (I only became aware of it a few years 
after I had embarked on my research), this is in fact not the case. Hultgren’s purpose is to 
‘understand the covenantal theology (or theologies) contained in the Dead Sea Scrolls … 
as well as the history and covenantal polity (or polities) of the people that stand behind 
them’ (Hultgren 2007:1). My purpose is far more modest, and my approach to the texts is 
quite different from Hultgren’s. For example, I am not focussing on the history of the 
textual transmission of the documents in question, but simply take the texts as they are, 
believing that in the state they were found they made sense at least to the 
writers/editors/redactors and their original audience(s), whoever they may have been. I 
simply wish to systematically examine the contexts where the word תירב appears in Daniel 
and the DSS and find connections between these texts. While an understanding of the 
covenant theology of the texts is also an important part of my thesis, I am less concerned 
with ‘the history and … polity’ of the sectarians, though of course these topics feature as 
well. Perhaps it is best to say that I took to heart Hultgren’s (2007:4) remark that his work 
should ‘serve as a stimulus to further work on the part of other scholars.’  
Another work that I found refreshing because of its different stance is Heger’s 
(2012) book Challenges to Conventional Opinions on Qumran and Enoch Issues. His 
critique of the widely accepted view that the DSS sectarians held to a dualistic worldview 
that probably derived from Persian religion is very interesting and in my opinion quite 
convincing (see below), and I believe his arguments are worthy of further scrutiny.  
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Grossman (2002) uses an approach to the reading of the Damascus Document 
that may perhaps also be useful for the study of the other scrolls and Daniel, though I do 
not agree with her in every aspect. While she makes a good point by suggesting that 
‘textual meaning … is fundamentally dynamic,’ and ‘susceptible to different 
interpretations’ (Grossman 2002:24), both by the original author and readers, it is in my 
opinion nonetheless also true that each text also had an original meaning intended by the 
original author(s). And even though readers will provide ‘interpretations of “the meaning” 
of a text that serve their own immediate and pressing concerns at different moments in the 
history of the text’ (Grossman 2002:24), this does not mean that it is not useful to find out 
the original intended meaning as well, especially where the biblical texts are concerned.3 If 
the Bible is God’s revealed word to us, then the original meaning is important as it 
represents God’s intention for his people (though he used human authors to pass it on). 
Obviously each generation of readers will apply a text differently to their situation, but I 
wonder whether this should be called ‘interpretation of the meaning’ of a text. And can an 
interpretation that is diametrically opposed to the original intention of an author still be 
called ‘meaning’? That would imply that one can read anything one wants into a text, 
which is no longer exegesis or interpretation but eisegesis. Therefore, while Grossman puts 
forward an interesting and novel approach to the reading of a text which may yield 
promising results both for other DSS and biblical texts, it is to be used with caution.  
Wacholder’s (2007) translation and commentary on the New Damascus Document, 
or Midrash on the Eschatological Torah (MTA, ןורחאה הרותה שׁרדמ) as he calls it, is a 
combination of CD as well as all the Qumran fragments into a unified whole. He believes 
that the document was essentially written by one author (Wacholder 2007:9), before the 
Maccabean wars (in the third century BCE; Wacholder 2007:3), and that most of the 
historical references, including that of a migration to Damascus, refer to the future 
(Wacholder 2007:20). While I generally do not agree with his futuristic interpretation of 
the text and one may argue about the validity of some of his reconstructions, Wacholder 
has provided many important insights and suggestions that I was able to utilize.  
For the study of 1QS I found Schofield’s (2009) chapter on variant readings among 
the S manuscripts in her book From Qumran to the Yaḥad a valuable resource. A number 
of articles on the question of the significance of the council of fifteen members in 1QS 8 
                                                 
3 What is in fact significant is that while texts such as the Damascus Document and other DSS have come down to us 
in what appears to be different recensions and editions, this is only true for the biblical texts to a limited extent. 
Though there were different textual traditions of the OT among the DSS, spurring discussions regarding the 
interpretation of this evidence, e.g. by Albright (1955:27-33), Cross (1964:281-299; 1966:81-95) and Tov (1982:11-
17), by the time of the Bar Kochba revolt (132-135 CE) a consensus had been reached about the biblical texts that 
meant that henceforth only MT-like texts were transmitted (cf. Wegner 1999:164-169).  
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also provided much food for thought (cf. e.g. Knibb 1987; Berg 2007; Metso 1997 & 
1998). Because of his focus on biblical parallels, Holm-Nielsen’s (1960) work on the 
Hodayot was the most useful to me, but equally significant was Hughes’ (2006) study on 
Scriptural Allusions in the Hodayot and the works by Newsom (2001, 2004, 2012). The 
new edition of the Hodayot by Schuller & Newsom (2012) was most helpful for 
comparisons with editions of earlier scholars (Mansoor 1961; Holm-Nielsen 1960; DSSEL 
2006; etc.). Moreover, this work contains a useful conversion table for converting line 
numbers from Sukenik’s (1954/55) initial edition (and those based on it, such as Holm-
Nielsen 1960 and Mansoor 1961) to later ones (including DSSEL and Schuller & Newsom 
2012). For the War Scroll I found Schultz’s (2009) book Conquering the World: The War 
Scroll (1QM) Reconsidered a most comprehensive work. I also relied much on the 
translations and comments on 1QM by Yadin (1962), Davies (1977) and Duhaime (1995), 











2 Covenant in the Book of Daniel 
2.1  Introduction 
In the book of Daniel the actual word   תיִרְבּ occurs only seven times, namely at 9:4, 27; 
11:22, 28, 30 (2x), 32. Except for Daniel 9:4, all other occurrences appear in apocalyptic 
visions (chapter 11) or explanations (9:27). However, although the word does not occur 
very often in this book, the theme is nevertheless present in other chapters as well, but the 
limited scope of this work prevents me from looking at Daniel 1-8 where the word 
‘covenant’ does not appear. This chapter will provide an exegesis of Daniel 9 and 10-12 
with particular reference to those sections where the word תיִרְבּ is actually mentioned, but 
before embarking on an exposition of these chapters, some introductory matters, especially 
the dating and unity of the book, will have to be considered.  
 
2.2 Some Remarks on the Genre(s), Languages, Dating, Unity and 
Purpose of the Book of Daniel 
Explicit date references are found in Daniel 1:1-2 (Nebuchadnezzar’s accession year, when 
Daniel and his friends were deported to Babylon); Daniel 2:1 (Nebuchadnezzar’s second 
year); Daniel 7:1 (the first year of Belshazzar, Nabonidus’ son and regent); Daniel 8:1 
(Belshazzar’s third year); Daniel 9:1-2 (the first year of Darius the Mede) and Daniel 10:1 
(the third year of Cyrus the Persian). It is interesting that there is an emphasis on the 
Babylonian Empire: chapters 1 to 5 are set during that time, and so are chapters 7 and 8, 
though the visions recorded in these chapters focus more on the later Greek empire. Daniel 
9, like Daniel 6, is set in the first year of the reign of ‘Darius the Mede’, or, more 
significantly, soon after the fall of the Babylonian empire (cf. Davis 2013:114; see below 
on Darius the Mede). Only chapters 10-12 are set during the Persian Empire, but look 
forward to the Greek Empire, as do chapters 7-9. If this internal evidence of the book is 
taken seriously, that would mean that Daniel ministered for about 70 years and must have 
been well into his eighties when the book closes.  
Conservative scholars have always taken these date references seriously and 
literally, and adhere to an early, usually sixth century, dating of the book. They believe that 
Daniel is a real person who, as stated in the book, lived in sixth-century BCE Babylonia as 
one of the Jewish exiles who served the kings first at the Babylonian, and then at the 
Persian court. It was his exploits and visions which are described in chapters 1-6 and 7-12 
respectively, and he is often, though not always, considered the author of the book as a 
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whole. However, most modern scholars take the view that these date references as well as 
the figure of Daniel (i.e. the person who had the visions) are fictional and that the book is 
to be dated in the second century BCE; more precisely, after the religious persecution of 
Jews by Antiochus Epiphanes had started, but before his death (ca. 164 BCE), since Daniel 
11:40-45 predicts events that are not compatible with any known historical facts from 
Antiochus’ reign. It is impossible in the context of the present study to consider all the 
relevant issues regarding the dating of Daniel. In the following paragraphs I will therefore 
outline only some of the more significant issues involved in the dating of the book.4 
 
2.2.1 Literary Genre(s) of the Book  
Though Daniel is usually designated apocalyptic,5 the book is in many ways an exception 
to this genre (Baldwin 1978:46), especially when the whole book is considered6 and not 
just chapters 7-12. Baldwin’s (1978:13) suggestion that Daniel is basically eschatological, 
and, like the early chapters of Genesis, also universal in outlook has much to commend it. 
But Daniel also stands in continuity with the law and the prophets, especially their 
‘presupposition that the God who initiated human life controls history and will bring it to 
its appointed goal’ (Baldwin 1978:13). Like the prophets, Daniel looks forward toward the 
goal of history, but unlike the prophets this goal in Daniel is not limited to something 
within the ‘history of the promises to Israel’ but looks forward to the end of time ‘and the 
completion of God’s purpose for the world He created’ (Baldwin 1978:14).  
Daniel 10-12 fits well into the general definition of ‘an apocalypse with a review of 
history’ (Lucas 2002:310).7 However, if one of the main features of such an apocalypse is 
the reference to a personal afterlife, at least chapters 7-9 ‘are not typical apocalypses, 
though they have much in common with them in their form ... and content’ (Lucas 
                                                 
4 An exceptionally detailed discussion of many of these issues can be found in Collins (1993:1-123), but cf. also 
introductions in Redditt (1999:1-39); Anderson (1984:xiii-xvii); Goldingay (1991:xxv-xl & 320-334); and from a 
more conservative perspective e.g. Steinmann (2008:1-19); Baldwin (1978:13-72). 
5 The classic definition of ‘apocalypse’ is found in Collins (1979a:9; 1979b:22): ‘“Apocalypse” is a genre of revelatory 
literature with a narrative framework, in which a revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human 
recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, 
and spatial insofar as it involves another, supernatural world.’ More precisely, Collins (1979a:13; 1979b:22) locates 
Daniel 7-12 within the narrower limits of ‘apocalypses with no otherworldly journey.’ Among its major features he 
lists ex-eventu prophecy (Collins 1979a:16); a ‘future judgment in which the wicked are punished and the good 
rewarded’ (Collins 1979b:25); an ‘individual afterlife’ (Collins 1979b:25); and pseudonymity (Collins 1979b:28). 
Dimant (1994:179) defines apocalyptic against other genres such as testaments and haggadas among the DSS. She 
observes that ‘[a]n apocalypse is a discourse in the first person relating divine revelation granted to a wise seer and 
interpreted through divine wisdom. Such a revelation often concerns history and is usually set in a third person 
narrative framework that identifies the speaker, normally a biblical sage, and determines the circumstances of the 
speech’ (Dimant 1994:179; italics original). She then notes that the narrative framework is ‘the main vehicle for 
establishing the pseudepigraphic framework’ (Dimant 1994:179). 
6 Chapters 1-6 are often labelled ‘court tales’ and considered legends (cf. Collins 1993:1).  
7 Dimant (1994:181) notes that all the early apocalypses contain only dream visions rather than otherworldly journeys, 
‘since dream visions are the proper medium of communication with the heavenly world.’ 
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2002:310). Another feature that is considered vital in apocalypses is the pseudonymity of 
its author, who usually adopts the name of an ancient sage (Collins 1979b:28; Dimant 
1994:179). However, here Daniel is also different, since the name Daniel does not refer to 
any known figure from Israel’s ancient history.8 On the contrary, as Plöger (1965:29) 
points out, the figure in the book ‘belongs not to the ancient past, but to [present] history; 
more exactly, the exilic time between kings Nebuchadnezzar and Cyrus’ (my translation).  
It is perhaps also significant that most of the apocalypses that have been found 
among the DSS are written in Aramaic rather than Hebrew (Dimant 1994:179). In Daniel 
of course the opposite is the case: three of the four apocalyptic chapters are written in 
Hebrew. Maybe it was this fact that led to the inclusion of Daniel into the canon rather 
than any of the other apocalypses.  
Some scholars, e.g. Lucas (2002:311), suggest that Daniel has affinities with 
Babylonian mantic wisdom. If this is the case, it is possible that the book ‘is one of the 
earliest examples of the apocalyptic genre’ and therefore ‘it is not surprising that it does 
not exactly fit the later, developed form of the genre’ (Lucas 2002:311). However, the 
writer(s) of Daniel 7-12 is a Jew, and it seems more likely that he would depend on Jewish 
traditions rather than on extrabiblical ones, though these may have had some influence on 
him. Therefore, it is equally significant to realise Daniel’s reliance on prophetic and 
wisdom literature. For example, some of the visions are clearly dependent on earlier 
prophets such as Ezekiel (cf. e.g. Ezk 1-3 with Dn 7) and Jeremiah (cf. Jr 29 with Dn 9), 
and wisdom literature (cf. the use of terms such as ןיב that are particularly important in 
wisdom literature).  Thus, though Daniel 7-12 may be considered partly apocalyptic due to 
the subject matter treated, they are not apocalypses in the strict sense of the word but 
include other literary genres as well.  
 
2.2.2 The Languages of the Book (Linguistic Features) 
Daniel is written in Hebrew (1:1-2:4a and 8:1-12:13) and Aramaic (2:4b-7:28). Both 
changes are ancient since they are attested in the DSS (see 1Q71 2:3-4 for Dn 2:4; 4Q112 
fr. 14 for Dn 7-8). It is obvious that the use of two different languages is only explicable in 
                                                 
8 The name occurs in Ezekiel 14:14, 20 and 28:3, but the spelling there is defective, לִֵאנָדּ, rather than לֵאִיּנָדּ, as in 
Daniel. Some scholars (e.g. Day 1980:174) argue that Ezekiel’s Daniel is to be identified with the figure of the same 
name found in the Aqhat epic of Ugarit, but this is not universally accepted (Dressler 1979:160-161 concludes he is 
not, and I would agree with him). It is beyond the scope of this work to go into the details of the pro’s and con’s for 
and against the identification of Ezekiel’s Daniel with the Daniel in our book. I personally find Block’s (1997:447-
450) argument for such an identification convincing, but many scholars disagree. For a more detailed study of the 
issues concerned see Day (1980). 
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an environment where both languages are familiar to the intended audience (and, for that 
matter, the writer; cf. Kautzsch & Brown 1884:99-100). However, to date no completely 
satisfactory explanation for the change in languages exists, though a number of 
suggestions have been made.9 Many scholars therefore argue for a rather complicated 
compilation history. It is suggested that Aramaic and Hebrew sources were incorporated 
and edited into the book we have today. For example, van der Woude (1993a) suggests 
that Daniel 1:1-2:4 was written by Maccabean authors (originally in Aramaic and later 
translated into Hebrew, after chs. 8-12 had been composed) to authenticate chapters 8-12 
and give the book more authority, whereas chapter 7 consisted of a few Aramaic verses 
which the writer of chapters 8-12 embellished in the same language. Collins (1993:24) 
argues similarly that the tales of chapters 2-6 probably existed as a separate collection, for 
which an introduction was written (ch. 1, originally in Aramaic and later translated). In his 
view, chapter 7 was probably composed before the other visions and even ‘come[s] from a 
different hand, though from the same circles’ (Collins 1993:24). Collins (1993:24) 
explains the language change with the ‘enthusiasm of the Maccabean period.’ However, 
this does not seem to be a satisfactory explanation either.  
Portier-Young’s (2010:98) suggestion that the writer(s) of Daniel deliberately 
wrote first in Hebrew, then switched to Aramaic and later back to Hebrew ‘to move [the 
book’s] audience to a recognition of a new context in which the claims of empire had 
dissolved and claims of covenant alone remained’ has much to commend it. Taking into 
account recent research in socio-linguistics which emphasises that in multi-lingual 
environments people usually switch languages deliberately (Portier-Young 2010:99) and 
for various reasons,10 she argues that the audience of Daniel was invited ‘to find their place 
                                                 
9 Plöger (1965:27) suggests that Aramaic is symbolic of the new language Daniel had to learn, and this section thus 
related to things Babylonian, whereas the Hebrew section (esp. chs. 8-12) deals more with Jewish/Hebrew matters 
(cf. Archer 1985). Others argue that Hebrew was more intended for ‘a learned circle of readers’ (Collins 1993:12; 
cf. Kautzsch & Brown 1884:100; Hebbard 2009:21-24, esp. p. 22). Driver (1922:514) admits that the change in 
language is difficult to explain but suggests that the writer simply changed to Aramaic at 2:4 and continued till the 
end of chapter 7 ‘because he supposed it to be the language spoken by the “Chaldeans”’ and ‘because he was more 
at home in it than in Hebrew’, but then changed to ‘the language of the prophets’ in the last five chapters. Lucas 
(2000:75) proposes that ‘[c]oncern for secrecy might provide an explanation of the bilingual character of Daniel,’ 
but he also points out the fact that the split of languages does not coincide with the division between stories and 
visions. This makes the argument somewhat less likely. Snell (1980:43) suggests that Daniel may be imitating Ezra, 
and that the reason for Aramaic in both books ‘is to lend authenticity to reports about foreigners and to statements to 
them.’ Similarly, Wesselius (2005:249-257) argues that Daniel is patterned not only on Ezra, but also on other OT 
(Joseph) and ancient (Greek and Latin) histories, such as that of Herodotus, but some of his arguments, especially 
regarding the purported relationship to ancient Greek and even Latin authors, seem rather forced. Though there is 
some truth in most of these propositions, none of them are completely convincing. Neither are arguments that the 
book first appeared in Hebrew, and then parts of it were translated into Aramaic or vice versa (cf. Collins 1993:12-
13).  
10 She mentions, for example, providing emphasis, establishing solidarity or creating distance, voicing ‘mastery, 
submission, or resistance,’ or simply marking ‘a shift in topic or new mode of discourse’ (Portier-Young 2010:104-
105). Moreover, she notes that ‘[l]anguage choice also evokes and constructs particular sets of rights and obligations 
between speaker and addressee’ (Portier-Young 2010:105), and projects ‘a universe’ in which others are invited to 
join and share (Portier-Young 2010:106). Such is the case in Daniel where the tales show one way of living under 
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within the world of the visions, forsaking a stance of collaboration with the reigning 
Seleucid empire in order to adopt a posture of resistance rooted in the covenant’ (Portier-
Young 2010:98). Although I think that the reference to the ‘Seleucid empire’ is 
unnecessarily restrictive, her position is more convincing than any of the other 
suggestions.  
In the past there have been many arguments on both sides of the debate regarding 
the possibility of dating the book to a certain era on linguistic grounds. In particular, the 
Persian and Greek loan words that appear in the book have been a matter of contention. 
However, Driver’s statement that the ‘Greek words demand, the Hebrew supports, and the 
Aramaic permits’ a date after 300 BCE (Driver 1922:508; italics his) is no longer tenable.  
Yamauchi (1981) has shown that there were contacts between the ANE and 
Greece long before the conquest of Alexander, and that the three Greek terms for musical 
instruments in Daniel 3 could therefore have become part of the vocabulary of 
Mesopotamia much earlier than normally assumed. Therefore the presence of these Greek 
words in Daniel are not conclusive of (i.e. they do not demand) a Maccabean date 
(Yamauchi 1981:47; cf. also Collins 1993:20, who states that ‘the evidence for Greek 
influence on Daniel is too slight to prove anything’). In fact, if the book was written in the 
Maccabean era, it is surprising that there are not more Greek loan words (cf. Waltke 
1976:325; Kitchen 1965:49), in particular where they might be expected, e.g. in a list 
describing political offices (such as stratēgos; Kitchen 1965:50). However, since Greek 
loan words ‘are [also] conspicuous by their absence’ in the DSS (Kutscher 1982:100), this 
last argument is not very strong. 
Kitchen (1965:43) notes that the nineteen Persian loan words which he identifies 
in the Aramaic of Daniel are Old Persian, but Collins (1993:18) observes that many of 
these so-called Old Persian terms are in fact ‘reconstructed on the basis of later Persian 
forms.’ Therefore, the significance of this argument is diminished. What is, however, 
important is that most of these words are terms describing government officials or 
administrative offices. Collins (1993:19) notes that this does not require a pre-Hellenistic 
date for the Aramaic of the book, ‘but it does weigh against the theory that the whole book 
originated in the second century.’ He then argues that because ‘extensive linguistic 
borrowing does not occur instantaneously’ (Collins 1993:19) the later date is to be 
preferred. But since the terms are mainly describing government officials or offices, that 
                                                                                                                                                 
foreign rule (accommodation and collaboration) and the visions another (resistance and ‘dis-identification’ with the 
empire, but sole identification with the covenant of God; Portier-Young 2010:113). Incidentally, none of her 
arguments demand a second century date for the composition of the book, though she assumes it.  
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need not be so, especially if the exact equivalents did not appear in Aramaic or conveyed 
slightly different meanings (cf. Kitchen 1965:41-42; Steinmann 2008:10).  
Whether the Aramaic in Daniel is of eastern or western diaspora origin is also not 
certain. Collins (1993:19) notes that ‘[i]n view of the pervasiveness of allegedly eastern 
features in Imperial Aramaic, linguistic observations can carry no weight in the discussion 
of the provenance of the stories in Daniel.’ Kitchen (1965:79) observes in summary that 
the Aramaic of Daniel belongs to Imperial Aramaic11 and that ‘there is nothing to decide 
the date of composition of the Aramaic of Daniel on the grounds of Aramaic anywhere 
between the late sixth and the second century BC’ (italics his).  
As for the Hebrew of Daniel, Martin (1965:30) notes that nothing in it ‘could be 
considered extraordinary for a bilingual or, perhaps in this case, a trilingual speaker of the 
language in the sixth century.’ Archer (1974) suggests that compared to the DSS, the 
Hebrew of Daniel is markedly older. He looks at selected issues of syntax, morphology, 
spelling and pronunciation, and shifts of meaning in words that occur in Biblical and DSS 
Hebrew, and comes to the conclusion that in view of the developments exhibited in the 
scrolls compared to the MT ‘there is absolutely no possibility of regarding Daniel as 
contemporary’12 (Archer 1974:480). However, it seems that this is rather too optimistic a 
statement. Collins (1993:22) for example observes that the DSS support a late date for the 
Hebrew of Daniel, but that DSS Hebrew ‘also shows developments beyond what we find 
in any biblical book.’ Steinmann (2008:8) concludes that due to the mixed evidence in 
recent studies on the chronology of Hebrew, it is precarious to date the Hebrew of Daniel 
late (or, one might add, early). A more thorough investigation into the problem is beyond 
the scope of this work, but on the whole one may agree with Kitchen that the ‘date of the 
book of Daniel … cannot be decided upon linguistic grounds alone’ (Kitchen 1965:79).  
 
2.2.3 Historical Issues Related to the Dating of Daniel 
Two aspects will be considered in this section, namely the statement of Daniel 1:1-2 and 
the historicity or otherwise of Darius the Mede.  
 
                                                 
11 This is usually dated between 700 and 200 BCE (cf. e.g. Fitzmyer 2004:31). 
12 Archer (1979:143) argues, against Kutscher (1957:292) who dates the Genesis Apocryphon to the first century CE or 
the first century BCE, that the Genesis Apocryphon should be dated in the second century BCE. Archer’s dating has 
been confirmed by Machiela (2009:142), who argues that the Apocryphon should be dated to the early second 
century BCE (he suggests 200-150, but does not rule out an even earlier date). This means that at least the Aramaic 
of Daniel is even earlier than this. 
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2.2.3.1 The Third Year of Jehoiakim and the First Year of Nebuchadnezzar 
The statement in Daniel 1:1 that Nebuchadnezzar ‘besieged’ Jerusalem ‘in the third year of 
the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah’ is problematic for two reasons. Firstly, it apparently 
contradicts Jeremiah 25:1 where Nebuchadnezzar’s first year is equated with Jehoiakim’s 
fourth year (cf. Collins 1993:130); and secondly, there is no extrabiblical reference to a 
siege of Jerusalem before 597 BCE. Regarding the first issue, Baldwin (1978:20-21) points 
out that Daniel and Jeremiah may well have used different dating systems (accession year 
reckoning versus non-accession year reckoning as first year of reign and spring new year 
versus autumn new year; cf. also Lucas 2002:50-51). If this is taken into account, the two 
dates do not really contradict each other.  
On the second issue, Wiseman (1985:23) suggests that the Hebrew phrase  רַ֥צָיַּו
 ָהֽיֶלָע ‘may mean nothing more than “showed hostility” or “treated as an enemy” and can 
denote action preliminary to, but not necessarily an actual siege (2 Kings 24:10-11).’13 
Lucas (2002:51) explains that though there is no report of a siege of Jerusalem in 605 
BCE, Nebuchadnezzar, after defeating Egypt at Carchemish, conquered ‘the whole region 
of Hamath’ (Wiseman 1985:17). After hearing of his father’s death, he quickly marched 
back to Babylon to claim the throne, only to return later to conquer ‘Hattu’ as well (this 
happened in the first half of his first full year; cf. Wiseman 1985:20). As a result of this, 
‘“all the kings of Hattu came before him and he received their heavy tribute”’ (Wiseman 
1985:21). Wiseman (1985:21) continues to note that this would have included Jehoiakim 
of Judah, since he paid tribute to Babylon for three years (2 Ki 24:1; cf. Lucas 2002:51). 
Therefore the assertion by Porteous (1965:25) that ‘the very first statement in chapter 1 
can be shown to be inaccurate’ overstates the point. There are difficulties, yes, but there is 
at least the possibility of reconciling them as Wiseman and others have suggested. Lucas 
(2002:52) rightly observes that ‘[w]hatever one concludes about the historicity of Dan. 
1:1-2 (and a “not proven” verdict seems the most appropriate at present), it does not affect 
the main point that the author is making …. [These verses] are intended to provide a 
setting for the book in general and for the stories in chs. 1-6 in particular.’  
 
                                                 
13 Mercer (1989:183, n. 30) however thinks that this interpretation is unlikely, since רוּצ means ‘shut in, besiege,’ and 
since ‘spoils were taken from the temple.’ The form could not derive from ררצ (Hiphil), since in the Hiphil that 
word never occurs with לַע (Mercer 1989:183, n. 30). However, in Daniel 1:1 the verb רוּצ is apparently used in the 
Qal (according to the parsing guide in Logos). HALOT lists רוּצ II Qal as meaning ‘oppress, press hard’, but 
admittedly this does not occur with a preposition. Mercer (1989:186) continues to argue later that Daniel 1:1 could 
still imply a short siege ‘since the penalty was not harsh,’ and suggests that this may be the reason why it is not 
mentioned in the Babylonian Chronicles.  
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2.2.3.2 Darius the Mede 
Much has been written about the identity of ‘Darius the Mede.’ Many scholars assume that 
Daniel mistakenly attributed the rule of Babylon soon after its fall to this ‘Darius’, while in 
fact Cyrus the Persian was king. They think that Darius the Mede was merely a fictitious 
figure (e.g. Collins 1993:348; Dequeker 1993:187) used by the author of Daniel either to 
accommodate the four kingdom schema including Babylon, Media, Persia and Greece 
(Collins 1993:348), or really referring to Darius I Hystaspes of Persia (Dequeker 
1993:187).  
Conservative scholars on the other hand continue to argue for the historicity of 
Darius the Mede and suggest historical figures that may be identified as such. Of the six 
possible characters mentioned by Shea (1982:230-235)14 the most likely candidates are 
either Gubaru the governor of Babylon (Whitcomb 1979:65), Gubaru the general who 
actually took the city of Babylon but died three weeks later (e.g. Shea 1971-1972; 1982), 
or Cyrus the Great himself (Wiseman 1965; see below). In my opinion, one of the last two 
options is most likely.  
In a number of articles Shea argues for Gubaru/Ugbaru, the general. The main 
points in favour of this view are: 1. He was the one who led the ‘troops that conquered 
Babylon,’ which fits the information from Daniel 5:28 (Shea 1982:246); 2. he installed 
governors in Babylon, which fits Daniel 6:1-2 (Shea 1982:246); 3. he died soon after he 
became governor,15 which may mean that he was quite old, as indicated by the age 
reference in Daniel 5:31;16 4. ‘Gubaru’s position as vassal harmonizes with the statement 
that he was “made king”’ (Shea 1982:246) as stated in Daniel 9:1.17  
                                                 
14 He lists: Astyages who is known from the Nabonidus Chronicle, but this option was soon abandoned (Shea 
1982:231); Cyaxares II, who is mentioned in Xenophon’s Cyropedia, but who is equally unlikely (Shea 1982:231); 
Cyrus (see below for a more detailed argument; Shea 1982:232-233); Cyrus’ son Cambyses (a theory advocated for 
example by Boutflower 1923:145-146); Gubaru, governor of Babylon (Shea 1982:234) and Gubaru, the general who 
conquered Babylon (Shea 1982:235; Boutflower 1923:143-145 mentions this view, but he thinks that Gubaru the 
general and Gubaru the governor are one and the same person). Boutflower (1923:143) adds to this list Nabonidus 
and Darius Hystaspes. Nabonidus is an unlikely candidate since he was overthrown by the Persians, but Darius 
Hystaspes has had a number of proponents, e.g. Porphyry (Goldingay 1991:239; Dequeker 1993:187). 
15 In 1982 Shea argued for about a year after he conquered Babylon (i.e. 538 BCE), but in 1996 he preferred the 
normal dating, i.e. about three and a half weeks after conquering the city (see the following footnote).  
16 In a later article, Shea (1996) retracts his earlier arguments that Gubaru the general ruled over Babylon a whole year, 
not just three and a half weeks. He suggests that he may have been poisoned, together with his wife, and that it is 
this incident which is reported in the cuneiform record as ‘the wife of the king died’ (cited in Dandamaev 1989:47). 
Dandamaev (1989:56) however notes that ‘[t]his queen could only be Cassandane, the wife of Cyrus II and the 
mother of Cambyses.’ See Shea (1996:11-14) for a detailed argument. In that article he also proposes that Daniel is 
obliquely mentioned in the Nabonidus Chronicle. The same arguments are also advanced in Shea’s 2001 article ‘The 
Search for Darius the Mede (Concluded).’ It should be noted that for a brief spell Shea actually changed camps and 
supported Wiseman’s position that Darius the Mede is to be identified with Cyrus (Shea 1991), but he later went 
back to his previous stance.  
17 For a more detailed argument of the position, see Shea 1971a, 1971b, 1972a, 1972b; 1982; 1996. 
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Against this view is the fact that nowhere in the presently known extant records 
is Gubaru explicitly called ‘king,’ and if the date of his death is 539 BCE, the time frame 
for all that he achieved and especially for gaining sufficient confidence in Daniel’s 
qualities to consider setting him over all the satraps in his realm seems rather too short (cf. 
also Steinmann 2008:291-293). Both Dandamaev (1989:59) and Grabbe (1988:202ff) 
point out that there is actually cuneiform evidence that Cambyses, Cyrus’ son, was king of 
Babylon in the first year of Cyrus (though he was later dethroned; he only remained king 
of Babylon for about 9 months; Dandamaev 1989:58), which is a serious point against 
Shea’s thesis. In addition, extrabiblical sources do not mention anything of the ancestry of 
Gubaru (i.e. his father’s name and tribe; cf. Wiseman 1965:11), but this is an argument 
from silence which can be neither proved nor disproved. A further difficulty is whether or 
not the Gubaru and Ugbaru mentioned in the Nabonidus Chronicle are one and the same 
person (e.g. Shea 1982:245; Kuhrt 1988:121-122 notes that ‘[a]t present, the problem is 
insoluble’). The above theory only works if they are in fact the same person.  
Wiseman (1965:12-16) on the other hand suggests that Darius is to be identified 
with Cyrus, based on the reading of Daniel 6:28, which he believes should be translated 
‘Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius, even (namely, or i.e.) the reign of Cyrus the 
Persian’ (Wiseman 1965:12, italics added). In other words, he translates the conjunction as 
waw-explicativum (or epexegetical waw; cf. Waltke & O’Connor 1990:653). Wiseman 
(1965:13) further argues that the reference in 9:1 to Darius as from the ‘seed of the Medes’ 
refers to the maternal, rather than the paternal ancestry of Cyrus. While he admits that this 
suggestion must remain theory (Wiseman 1965:15), he proposes that this solution does fit 
the facts known (such as Darius’ age – 62 years; that he received the kingdom – he was 
welcomed in Babylon; and that he appointed governors over his empire; Wiseman 
1965:15-16), and it also takes the book’s own testimony seriously. Baldwin (1978:164) 
notes that if Wiseman’s suggestion is accepted the writer of Daniel 9 seems to state that 
since this king can claim descent from both the Medes and the Persians this would 
commend him to both. Those are the points in favour of this view. Against it is the fact 
that no extant extrabiblical material supports this identification (which is, of course, an 
argument from silence) and perhaps even more importantly the fact that elsewhere in 
Daniel Cyrus is explicitly named as the Persian king. Why would Daniel prefer in some 
chapters to give the king the name Darius, and in others the name Cyrus? 
Goldingay (1991:239) observes that the Darius of Daniel 9 must be the same 
person as that mentioned in 6:1 [Eng. 5:31], rather than the historical Darius I, who was in 
fact the father of Xerxes I, not his son. Goldingay (1991:239) suggests that the confusion 
may have arisen due to ‘the order of events in Ezra 4’ which ‘might have suggested that 
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Xerxes (v 6) preceded Darius (v 24).’ He continues to make the interesting suggestion that 
the Persian word Khshayarsha (Xerxes = Ahasveros) like Dāryavaush (= Darius) may be a 
‘throne name, meaning “hero among rulers”,’18 though Goldingay (1991:239) notes that 
the problem with this suggestion is that Khshayarsha is a Persian name. He further 
observes that in Esther the Greek version takes the name Ahasveros to refer to Artaxerxes, 
while in Tobit 14:15 the Greek ‘Asuhro~ (Asueros) denotes Uvakhshtra or Cyaxares the 
Median conqueror of Nineveh in 612 B.C.’ (Goldingay 1991:239). Goldingay (1991:239) 
suggests that this person ‘may be seen as Darius the Mede’s predecessor/ancestor/father,’ 
and that ‘שׁורושׁחא is actually as close a transliteration of Uvakhshtra (Akk. U-ak-sa-tar) as 
it is of Khshayarsha.’  
While certainty regarding this issue is impossible and all solutions have 
problems, I prefer a view that takes the biblical witness seriously. Though to date no 
extrabiblical references to ‘king Darius the Mede’ have come to light, one should not 
hastily dismiss the biblical writer as having fictitiously invented such a person. ‘King’ 
Belshazzar was also for a long time not attested, yet evidence has come to light that 
Belshazzar did in fact exist.19 Though in the past I preferred Wiseman’s suggestion I now 
tend more towards Shea’s (2001) opinion that Gubaru the general is possibly to be 
identified with Darius the Mede. However, one cannot be dogmatic on the issue.  
                                                 
18 Frye (1962:97) explains that this throne name is derived from ‘dārayat plus vahush “having wealth (good things of 
life)”.’ He observes, however, that the ‘name Xerxes probably means “hero among rulers,”’ from the Old Persian 
‘khshaya- plus aršan’ (Frye 1962:97). 
19 Though Nabonidus was in actual fact king of Babylon at the time, he left his son Belshazzar in charge during his 
prolonged absence from the city by entrusting ‘the kingship to him’ (Baldwin 1978:21), and Baldwin (1978:21-22) 
notes that his name even appears in oath formulae, which ‘happened to no other king’s son in all of Babylonian 
history’ (Baldwin 1978:22). In other words, ‘Belshazzar is shown to have been king in all but name’ (Baldwin 
1978:22), and Daniel’s statement that he was to be made the ‘third’ in the kingdom after Belshazzar is also in line 
with this information. Collins (1993:32) in contrast mentions that though Belshazzar had been entrusted with the 
kingship, he was not king as he could not officiate at the akitu festival. This is of course true. However, Gibson 
(2000:246) points out that there is no Hebrew or Aramaic word for the term ‘kingship’ that is used in the cuneiform 
texts. Therefore, he rightly argues, the writer of the chapter had to choose a word close enough to convey the same 
meaning, and the Aramaic word ךלמ ‘is a proper replacement for the Babylonian word rendered ‘kingship’ (Gibson 
2000:247). His argument that Aramaic does not use the definite article and simply says ‘Belshazzar king’ (instead of 
Belshazzar, the king; Gibson 2000:248) is, however, incorrect (in fact in Daniel 5:1 the phrase א ָ֗כְּלַמ ר ַ֣צּאַשְׁלֵבּ 
appears), but he is right in noting that Belshazzar is never explicitly called ‘king of Babylon.’  
  Another problem related to Belshazzar is that Nebuchadnezzar is called his ‘father,’ which of course in the 
strict sense of the word is not true. However, the word באַ can mean ‘ancestor’ (cf. Dn 2:23; Ezr 5:12; cf. BDB, 
CDCH), and, like its Hebrew cognate, probably does not need to refer to a direct blood relationship (cf. Gn 4:20; 1 
Sm 24:11 etc. where no blood relationship is intended). If, as some presume (cf. Gibson 2000:248-249), 
Nebuchadnezzar was in fact Belshazzar’s grandfather, the problem is completely removed. Among the Shona 
people in Zimbabwe today the word ‘father’ is an honorary title that is used for older men one respects, even if they 
are not blood relations. In families, what we would more precisely call in English uncles or cousins are also called 
‘father’ (often to the confusion of a European English speaker who has no idea about the precise relationships 
involved). See also Payne (1999:5). 
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2.2.4 Evidence from the DSS and Intertestamental Books 
Among the DSS fragments eight manuscripts of the book of Daniel were found, two of 
them in Cave 1. Among the prophetic books, only Isaiah is represented more often (21x).20 
As noted above, the Daniel manuscript finds attest to the language changes from Hebrew 
to Aramaic in 2:4 and back to Hebrew in 8:1 (cf. Ulrich 1989:3-4; Ulrich 1990:30) and 
thus confirm the antiquity as well as the intentionality of these switches. All sections of 
Daniel are attested, except for chapter 12 (Flint 2001:330), but this is mentioned in the 
Florilegium (4Q174), which refers to ‘Daniel the prophet’ and quotes from Daniel 12:10 
and 11:32 (4Q174 1 ii:3-4a; DSSEL). All the manuscripts found are quite close to the MT, 
though sometimes there are deviations considered closer to the LXX (Bruce 1966:57; cf. 
Flint 2001:330-331). However, none of the Greek additions (the prayer of Azariah, 
Susanna, Bel and the Dragon) are attested in these eight manuscripts (Hasel 1979:10; Flint 
2001:331; Ulrich 1990:30). The book was obviously ‘considered as a sacred and 
authoritative book at Qumran, on a level with other books we later consider canonical 
scripture’ (Ulrich 1990:31).  
It is significant that one of these manuscripts (4QDanc) is dated to the late second 
century BCE (Ulrich 1989:18; cf. Cross 1995:43), usually between 120-115 BCE 
(Steinmann 2008:17), which means it is no more than about half a century older than the 
proposed final edition of the book around 164 BCE (Steinmann 2008:17; Cross 1995:43). 
Steinmann (2008:17-18) points out that this time frame seems to be far too short to allow 
for the final composition, acceptance and veneration as genuine prophecy and thus as 
authoritative for the Jewish sects in the Hellenistic and early Herodian era, and the 
dissemination of the book (cf. also Hasel 1990:44; Harrison 1969:1127). Especially 
precarious in this regard is the fact that according to the late dating of the book it would 
have been known that the prophecies about Antiochus’ death were wrong and Daniel thus 
proved to be a false prophet (cf. Steinmann 2008:18). The fact that Daniel was received as 
a true prophecy at Qumran would seem to indicate that the book was accepted much earlier 
than the Maccabean era (cf. Steinmann 2008:18).21  
Further support for an earlier date may emerge from other scrolls also. Scholars 
are divided among themselves whether the War Scroll’s references to weaponry and war 
                                                 
20 In a table listing all the biblical books discovered among the DSS, VanderKam & Flint (2002:150) record the 
following frequencies: Psalms 36; Deuteronomy 30; Isaiah 21; Genesis 20; Exodus 17; Leviticus 15; Numbers 8; the 
Twelve 8 etc. (all figures refer to Qumran scrolls only). In other words, only 6 other biblical books have been copied 
more often than Daniel at Qumran.  
21 Steinmann (2008:13-17) proposes that Ben Sira may have known Daniel. Though he never explicitly referred to the 
book, Steinmann suggests Ben Sira 3:30 may be an adaptation of Daniel 4:24 (Steinmann 2008:14); Ben Sira 36:10 
may have parallels to Daniel 8:19 and 11:27 and 35 (Steinmann 2008:14-15), and Ben Sira 36:22 may be 
reminiscent of Daniel 9:17 (Steinmann 2008:15-16). Though these are mere suggestions, they are intriguing and 
could point to the fact that Daniel was indeed written earlier than proposed by the majority of scholars. 
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strategy are Maccabean or Roman (see the section on the War Scroll below). If the former, 
the dependence of that scroll on Daniel would seem to preclude a date for Daniel as late as 
the Maccabean war in the second century BCE.  
Apart from the eight Daniel manuscripts, nine other scrolls ‘found at Qumran are 
relevant for the study of Daniel’ (Flint 2001:329). Because of its similarity to Daniel 4, the 
most important of these is perhaps the Prayer of Nabonidus (4Q242), which is dated to 75-
50 BCE, though Daniel is not named in that composition. Flint (2001:334) notes that the 
‘precise relationship between the Qumran text and Daniel 4 is difficult to determine; 
indeed the reconstruction of the Prayer is to some degree dependent on this relationship.’ 
This of course brings with it the problem of circular reasoning: the prayer is somehow 
related to Daniel, but the relationship to Daniel is also used to reconstruct it. Cross 
(1995:124) believes that the Prayer ‘preserves a more primitive form’ of the tale reported 
in Daniel 4 (cf. also Collins 1998:186). Some scholars, e.g. Anderson (1984:49),22  
consider Daniel 4 to be dependent on it; but could it not be that the prayer in fact is 
dependent on Daniel?23 There are similarities and differences between the Prayer and 
Daniel 4, and depending on one’s viewpoint the one or the other are emphasised, but 
Collins (1993:218) rightly notes that ‘[t]he fragmentary state of the document [i.e. the 
Prayer] does not permit us to claim a direct literary relationship. The stories may be 
different developments of a common tradition.’ In other words, this is another instance 
where a ‘not proven’ verdict seems to be most prudent.  
In his article on 4Q552-553 Hogeterp (2010) observes that though these 
manuscripts (labelled 4QFour Kingdomsa-b and considered part of the so-called Daniel 
Qumran cycle) are dated paleographically to 50-25 BCE (4Q552), 100/75-50 BCE 
(4Q553) and 50 BCE (4Q553a), their content is likely pre-Qumranic. Suggested dates 
range ‘from the late fourth to the mid-second century BCE’ (Hogeterp 2010:176). He notes 
that ‘4Q552-553 represents a stage in the literary history of the Daniel tradition in which 
Danielic thought, the four kingdom scheme, was considered the object of ongoing 
                                                 
22 Anderson (1984:49) points out that against the dependence of the Prayer on Daniel is the fact that the name of 
Nebuchadnezzar has been substituted for a less well known one (Nabonidus). Cross (1995:124) notes that in Daniel 
5 Belshazzar is called the ‘son’ of Nebuchadnezzar. He thinks that Daniel 1-5 originally contained stories about 
Nebuchadnezzar, Nabonidus and Belshazzar, but that during the process of oral transmission the name change 
occurred and that now we find in chapter 4 ‘Nebuchadnezzar’ where perhaps originally ‘Nabonidus’ was meant. 
However, having said this, like Collins he observes that there need be no direct literary dependence of Daniel on the 
Prayer, nor need the Prayer have originated before Daniel 4. ‘The prayer may simply derive from a parallel, but 
more conservative line of orally transmitted material’ (Cross 1995:124; cf. also Collins 1998:186).  
23 Steinmann (2002:557, 561; 2008:219) in fact makes just this suggestion. He notes that only few scholars have 
previously suggested that the Prayer of Nabonidus may indeed be dependent on Daniel rather than the opposite, e.g. 
Dommershausen (1964:85). Obviously such dependence cannot be proved, in the same way as dependence of 
Daniel on the Prayer cannot be proved (Steinmann 2002:570; 2008:227-228), but perhaps it is more likely that the 
Prayer drew on Daniel rather than vice versa (Steinmann 2008:227-228).  
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prophetic vision’ (Hogeterp 2010:183). He thinks that the work may contain 
‘contemporizing exegesis in comparison with Dan 7:4-8,’ which ‘would follow currents of 
thought represented by Dan 10-11 and a pseudo-Danielic tradition of Qumran’ (Hogeterp 
2010:189). He also suggests that the four kingdoms include ‘Greece, the kings of the South 
and North (Dan 11:5-6) or a king of Assyria and Egypt (4Q246 1:6), and the Kittim, i.e. 
the Romans’ (Hogeterp 2010:190).24 Hogeterp (2010:190-191) concludes that the 
‘parabiblical character of 4Q552-553 should not be conceived of in terms of close textual 
dialogue with a fixed biblical text but in terms of an elaboration of Danielic thought as part 
of a literary tradition that conceived of Daniel as prophecy.’ It appears to me that, if these 
texts indeed come from pre-Qumranic times, even if only in the same tradition as Daniel, a 
date as late as the mid-second century BCE for Daniel seems to be unlikely.  
A similar observation may also apply to 4Q243-244, which are dated 
paleographically ‘to the early 1st century CE’, but whose content may have come from 
‘between the beginning of the second century BCE and the coming of Pompey’ (Flint 
2001:341). However, according to Flint (2001:340), this pseudo-Daniel work ‘is not 
closely modelled on the biblical book,’ and it is indeed no longer certain whether it is in 
fact dependent on it at all (cf. also Collins 1998:189).25 Thus these two manuscripts are not 
useful for any comments on the dating of the book or on the relationship to Daniel beyond 
the fact that they mention his name and are set at a Babylonian court.  
Another text, however, is more significant. 4Q246, also labelled the ‘Son of God’ 
text or ‘Aramaic Apocalypse’ is reminiscent of Daniel 7 (Collins 1998:190).26 The script is 
dated to the last half of the first century BCE (Cross 2003:152), but the ‘original 
composition must go back to the early second century’ BCE (Cross 2003:152). Collins 
(1998:190) believes that the text is indeed messianic and depends on Daniel, but 
‘[w]hether that dependence is only a matter of a few phrases, or whether the whole text 
should be seen as an interpretation or updating of Daniel, remains uncertain’ (Collins 
                                                 
24 Flint (2001:363) notes that contra Daniel where in his opinion ‘the kingdoms are Babylon, Media, Persia, and 
Greece,’ in 4Q552-553 ‘they extend from Babylon-Persia to either Rome or the eschatological kingdom of God.’ It 
is to be noted, however, that others consider the divisions of the kingdoms in Daniel as Babylon, Persia, Greece, and 
Rome (e.g. Steinmann 2008:57; Barker 1995:1301 [NIV Study Bible chart]). 
25 Collins (1998:188) points out that some of the alleged references to Daniel depend on disputed readings and 
restorations. It used to be held that there were allusions to the ‘seventy years’ and the four kingdom schema in these 
scrolls. However, the reference to the seventy years ‘does not necessarily refer to the Babylonian exile as it did in 
Daniel 9’ (Collins 1998:188), and the reference to the four kingdoms is no longer certain (Collins 1998:188).  
26 Cross (2003:153) is more assertive and suggests that since the text has many affinities with Daniel, ‘we are dealing 
here with a lost portion of the Daniel literature.’ Like Collins, Cross (2003:154) thinks the text is messianic. Collins 
(1998:190) suggests that if the text is indeed messianic, it must be later than Daniel ‘since there is no evidence of 
messianic expectation in [the] Maccabean period,’ and therefore it is more likely that 4Q246 has borrowed from 
Daniel rather than vice versa.  
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1998:196). If the date of the composition were proved to be the early second century BCE, 
this would indicate that at least Daniel 7 is older than the Maccabean era.  
Lastly, there are three Intertestamental books, namely Tobit, Enoch (esp. The 
Book of Watchers) and Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira), which seem to refer to Daniel and may 
depend on it (rather than the other way round; cf. Beckwith 2002:81). Beckwith (2002:76) 
argues for a late third or early second century dating for Tobit, and suggests that Tobit 
14:4-5 may be drawing on Daniel 2, 7, 8, 9 and/or 12 (Beckwith 2002:77, 81). If this could 
be substantiated, it would certainly indicate a much earlier date for these chapters than the 
Maccabean period.  
Similarly, Enoch’s Book of Watchers (possibly to be dated to the third century, 
cf. Beckwith 2002:78) is related to Daniel, but it is usually argued that Daniel knew Enoch 
(Collins 1993:59). However, the problem appears to be a somewhat circular reasoning: it is 
assumed that Daniel’s visions are second century, hence the knowledge must have been 
Enoch’s, not Daniels. But could it not have been the other way round, and could that not in 
fact indicate that the substance of Daniel’s visions come from a much earlier date? This is 
what Beckwith (2002:77-79) argues.  
Ben Sira can be dated more exactly than Tobit and Enoch to about 180 BCE (cf. 
Beckwith 2002:80).27 Usually it is presumed that Ben Sira did not know Daniel since 
Daniel is missing from Ben Sira’s list of famous figures. However, Beckwith (2002:81) 
suggests that the prayer in Ben Sira 35 may be reminiscent of Daniel 8 or 10-12. 
Steinmann (2008:13-17) adds to this a few other references in Ben Sira that may also be 
dependent on Daniel (chs. 4, 8-9, 11; cf. n. 21 above). While absolute certainty is 
impossible, together with other evidence these observations indicate that the usually held 
view of a second century BCE date for Daniel may at least be questioned.  
 
2.2.5 Conclusion: Date, Unity, Purpose and Sitz im Leben of Daniel 
From the above it is obvious that the dating of the book of Daniel is a more complex issue 
than is sometimes assumed, both by conservative and more liberal scholars. It appears that 
a priori assumptions of early or late dating are not really warranted, and a more cautious 
approach should be taken on both sides. One issue that has not been discussed so far is the 
                                                 
27 Pusey (1868:299) however suggested a 3rd century date for Ben Sirach (cf. also a little later Hart 1909:249-266, esp. 
259-260). If this were correct and if Ben Sirach did really rely on Daniel rather than the other way round, this would 




belief or lack of it in the possibility of prediction of distant future events. I fully hold to 
such a belief (i.e. that God is indeed able and willing28 to make the future known to his 
people), and therefore also assume that at least the gist of the visions as they appear in the 
book of Daniel we have today was indeed given to Daniel at the times stated in the book, 
perhaps written down partly by himself (the visions) and partly by sympathetic ‘disciples’ 
(the stories and editions of the visions), but gathered together probably during the century 
after the last vision had taken place. Daniel would have been conversant both in Hebrew 
and Aramaic (which would explain the easy shift of languages in the book29), as would his 
first readers have been (the exiled community in Babylon in the fifth century BCE). That 
there was some further editing is obvious; so is the fact that during Maccabean times the 
book would have had particular relevance for believers. The final edition may even have 
been made in the second century BCE, but in my opinion these redactions would not have 
substantially altered the content of the book. In other words, I believe that essentially the 
book that we have is a unity30 and comes from a real person who indeed had these visions 
at the times stated in the book. However, as it is, the evidence in favour of either an early 
or late dating is not as certain as is sometimes assumed, but since the majority of scholars 
take a second century dating for granted, I have pointed out some issues that may at least 
question this view. In the exposition below I have also occasionally had the opportunity to 
take up the issue of dating.  
In my opinion, a date earlier than the second century would explain better the rise 
of the vast Danielic literature that evolved later. For a Jewish work to choose as obscure a 
pseudonym as ‘Daniel’ (if a second century pseudonymic author is presupposed) seems 
rather strange, considering the fact that other apocalypses were named after some 
                                                 
28 For this reason I do not agree with Goldingay’s sentiment that God ‘declines to give information about the future of 
a concrete or dated kind …. It is difficult to see how the God of the Bible would reveal detailed events of the second 
century to people living in the sixth, even though he could do so’ (Goldingay 1991:321). Of course he is right that 
God wants his people to live by faith (Goldingay 1991:321), but when the visions were given to Daniel, he did not 
know (nor did his readers know) that these visions were to come true, partly to the letter, in a few centuries’ time. In 
addition, the visions are extremely vague and the historical events identified not always as certain as is made out 
(see esp. Wildgruber 2013:134-162). In my opinion, God simply used the medium of these visions to warn the exiles 
that life in exile was indeed precarious, and that even when they were allowed to go back to their homeland, there 
always existed the danger that their totalitarian overlords could turn out to be persecutors rather than supporters of 
their faith. Examples of this were given in Daniel 3 and 6, but worse might, and indeed did, come.  
29 I think this argument also fits well with the studies of Portier-Young (2010) mentioned above, though she holds to a 
second century dating. However, if one removes the reference to the Seleucid era in her conclusion, it can be applied 
to a late sixth or early fifth century dating too.  
30 Obviously, this is just as debatable an issue as is the dating of Daniel, but the scope of this work prevents me from 
going into detail. For the unity of the book, but a Maccabean dating cf. Rowley (1950-51:233-273); for a unified 
structure and true prophecy rather than vaticinium ex eventu for the visions cf. Gooding (1981:43-79). Against unity 
and for Maccabean dating (which is the current majority of opinion) cf. Collins (1993:24-52; 61-71). Cf. also 
Gammie (1976:191-204) and introductions in other commentaries, e.g. Redditt (1999:11-18); Hill (2008:25-30); 
Steinmann (2008:1-19). Wesselius, arguing for the unity of the book (Wesselius 2005:249) and second century 
dating (Wesselius 2005:274), describes it as a ‘dossier about Daniel, with various documents about episodes in his 




significant ancient biblical figure (Enoch, Abraham, Moses). Even if the Daniel of Ezekiel 
is considered identical with the Ugaritic Dan’el, this holds, because it is in my opinion 
even less likely that a non-biblical figure’s name would be chosen as a pseudonym for a 
Jewish work.  
The purpose of the book appears to be twofold. Firstly, it emphasises that God is 
in control of history, no matter how difficult the situation may be for his people, and that 
history is going towards a final goal, namely towards what Christians describe as the 
‘kingdom of God.’ Secondly, it encourages believers of any age (whether they live(d) in 
the fifth or second century BCE or, for that matter, the 21st century CE) to live lives of 
faithfulness before Yahweh, if possible within the political system that exists, but also 
knowing that this may not always be possible. In the latter case, believers are called to 
endure persecution, even to the point of death if necessary, but are assured that their 
reward will be eternal life.  
Depending on the dating of Daniel the Sitz im Leben of the book would either be 
the experiences of the exilic community in Babylon (if a late 6th or early 5th century or 
even a 4th/3rd century BCE date is assumed) or the Jews fighting against Hellenization in 
the Maccabean era (if a 2nd century BCE date is assumed). In case of an early date and 
Babylonian setting, the message of the tales would be more important and applicable for 
the community, but Daniel 3 and in particular the visions of Daniel 7-12 would warn the 
readers that the apparently benevolent rule of the Persians could quite easily turn more 
hostile. In case of a 2nd century BCE Maccabean setting in Judah the visions would be of 
paramount significant to the readers and give them hope and strength to persevere the 
persecutions they had to endure. I find it difficult to identify the significance of the tales 
for a second century audience. Though I believe the date to be much earlier than that, I 
would like to conclude with La Sor, Hubbard and Bush (1982:662) that 
The book of Daniel was not intended to exhaust itself in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes, or 
the Roman destruction of Jerusalem, in A.D. 100, 1844 or even 1984 [or 2014]. It was 
intended “for the time of the end,” and to proclaim to any who believe that theirs is such a time 
of dire persecution that “the Most High rules,” and that the saints of the Most High will inherit 





2.3 Explanatory Notes on Daniel 9 with Particular Reference to 
Covenant Terminology 
Daniel 9 is the first chapter of the book in which the word תיִרְבּ occurs. Though it appears 
only twice, the chapter is in fact replete with covenant language, hence the whole chapter 
receives detailed treatment.  
 
2.3.1 Preliminary Issues 
2.3.1.1 The Place of Daniel 9 in the Book 
Daniel 9 is the third vision in the second half of the book, the second of the visions 
recorded in Hebrew, and the fourth of five vision reports, if one considers 
Nebuchadnezzar’s dream in chapter 2 as part of the visions. The first two (or three) visions 
deal expressly with the four-kingdom schema, which is briefly introduced in chapter 2, and 
receives further elaboration in chapters 7 and 8 (though in Dn 8 the focus is on only two of 
the kingdoms). There has been much debate about the identity of the four kingdoms. The 
majority of scholars nowadays would opt for Babylon, Media, Persia and Greece (e.g. 
Collins 1993:166; Lucas 2002:189), while a significant minority argues that the kingdoms 
are Babylon, Medo-Persia, Greece and Rome (e.g. Young 1949:74-75; Baldwin 1978:147). 
In my opinion the latter makes more sense in Daniel 7 (I would go so far as to say that the 
fourth kingdom of chapter 7 is actually still future), while the former makes more sense in 
Daniel 2. In addition, both chapters actually mention five kingdoms, the fifth one being the 
‘kingdom of God’ which in each case is the final kingdom that supersedes and overpowers 
all the previous ones. In my opinion the actual focus of the book is on the final 
inauguration of that kingdom, which is preceded by a time of unprecedented horror and 
persecution for the people of God.  
Furthermore, each of the vision reports gives more detail about the different 
kingdoms that appear, in particular the last one which precedes the inauguration of the 
kingdom of God. In Daniel 2, the setting is the second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign 
where the four kingdoms are only briefly introduced, and the focus is on the Babylonian 
kingdom, which will be superseded by three other kingdoms before the kingdom of God 
will arrive. The fourth kingdom is described somewhat more specifically than the others 
(in the explanation of the dream in Dn 2:44-45). In Daniel 7, set in the first year of the 
Babylonian ‘king’ Belshazzar, this four kingdom scheme is presented in the form of four 
ferocious hybrid-beasts, each one more peculiar than the previous one. All of them are 
described in somewhat more detail than the statue’s constituents in chapter 2, and the 
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fourth one in even more detail than the previous three. However, in chapter 7 too these 
kingdoms are finally superseded by the kingdom of God, which is described in terms of a 
court scene before God. Daniel 8, set in the third year of ‘king’ Belshazzar, focuses on just 
two of the kingdoms of chapter 2 and gives a brief analysis of how the second of the two 
overpowers, apparently effortlessly, the first one. The focus of the chapter is then on the 
last part of this kingdom, which exhibits features similar to the last beast of chapter 7 and 
will ultimately be destroyed – presumably, though not explicitly stated in this chapter, by 
the coming kingdom of God (‘not by human power’; Dn 8:25 NIV).  
Daniel 9 is set in the ‘first year of Darius’ the Mede, and is, as noted, different in 
structure from the previous vision reports in that it begins with a lengthy prayer and ends 
with a brief ‘vision’ report, that is presented as the ‘answer’ to Daniel’s prayer. The 
‘vision’31 in Daniel 9:23-27 deals with the destiny of the people of God during the four 
empires, but focuses again on the last period before the end of that kingdom. It only 
alludes to the first three kingdoms (by noting that the city will be rebuilt, but in times of 
distress) and focuses on the fourth, which will turn out to be the most devastating for the 
‘saints of the Most High.’ But once again, as in the previous visions, the fourth kingdom 
will not last forever – there will be an ‘end’ to it (9:27). The vision does not specify what 
this entails, but it seems that it hints at the kingdom of God, namely in the statement of 
verse 24 that ‘everlasting righteousness’ will be brought about during the period of the 
seventy sevens.  
The vision of chapters 10-12 is set in the third year of the reign of the Persian 
king Cyrus. Daniel expressly seeks guidance and clarification from God through three 
weeks of fasting and mourning, as a result of which he receives the revelation reported in 
10:12-12:4. In this regard this vision is similar to chapter 9 where Daniel also seeks the 
Lord through prayer and supplication, but in chapter 9 the prayer is reported, whereas in 
chapter 10 it is merely assumed. The setting of the last vision is reported in much more 
detail than any of the others (it takes up the whole of chapter 10). The vision report of 
chapters 10-12, like that of the previous chapters, focuses on the last (Greek?) empire with 
particular reference to the time of destruction wielded by its last ruler (usually identified as 
Antiochus Epiphanes, but, I believe, pointing to an even more wicked, future 
eschatological time). The details of the previous chapters referring to this time are now 
significantly expanded. References to the Babylonian empire are obviously missing since 
that kingdom had already been superseded by Persia. The Persian kingdom receives only 
                                                 
31 I have deliberately enclosed this word in quotation marks, as this seems to be more an audition than a vision. Albani 
(2010:216) rightly observes that the issue in this chapter is not the interpretation of a vision, but of a scripture.  
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the briefest of comments (Dn 11:2),32 and then the author concentrates on Greece, which is 
only once mentioned explicitly, in Daniel 11:2. Once again, the vision finishes with the 
predicted destruction of the last king of the four kingdoms, and the arrival of the kingdom 
of God is depicted in terms of an unprecedented reference to the resurrection of the dead 
(12:1-3). Chapter 12 closes with an epilogue that makes reference to ‘time, times, and half 
a time’ (cf. 7:25) and the final completion of human history. 
 
2.3.1.2 Literary Analysis – Issues of Genre 
Daniel 9 contains a break in the sequence of apocalyptic visions begun in Daniel 7 in that 
it includes a long prayer of repentance33 before in verses 20-27 a rather obscure 
‘explanation’ or ‘answer’ for the prayer is given. Therefore, this chapter comprises several 
genres: a brief introduction, followed by a communal prayer of confession and ‘petition for 
mercy’ (verb forms and suffixes in the prayer referring to the person praying are all 1cp) 
and then a ‘brief epiphany (9:21), followed by an angelic discourse (vv. 22-27),’ which 
marks the high point of the chapter (Collins 1993:358). The angelic discourse in verses 21-
27 has been described as a meditation (Towner 1984:127-128; Redditt 1999:150), midrash 
or pesher34 on Jeremiah 25:8-14 and 29:10. The focus of the midrash is a single phrase, 
‘seventy years,’ not a whole passage (Collins 1993:359), which reinterprets Jeremiah’s 
seventy years’ duration of the Babylonian exile to enable the contemporary readers of the 
second century writer35 to identify their own situation under Antiochus Epiphanes with the 
disaster that led to the exile (Towner 1984:128).  
Links with chapter 8 are found in the way the introductory verses take up the 
theme of ‘understanding’ with which chapter 8 closed (noting that there Daniel did ‘not 
understand,’ Dn 8:27), the reappearance of Gabriel, and the word ‘transgression’ (עַשֶׁפּ), 
                                                 
32 One might argue that this points to a second century dating when Persia was no longer an entity to reckon with, but 
in my opinion this need not be the case. It may of course point to a fourth century setting when Persia was on the 
brink of being obliterated by Greece, but if it was of no consequence whatever it seems more likely that reference to 
Persia would have been excluded altogether.  
33 Boda (2008:82) lists Daniel 9 among the penitential prayers of the Persian period which he proceeds to discuss in his 
article. The purpose of these prayers, including Daniel 9 is ‘to bring an end to the devastating effects of the fall of 
the state: either to captivity, oppression, or the sorry condition of Palestine’ (Boda 2008:83). As key features of such 
prayers he lists the expression of the emotional distress of the people, the admission of their sins, and a list of what 
he calls ‘credos,’ i.e. characteristics of God that express both his greatness in general and his justice in bringing 
about judgment on the people, but also emphasize his covenant loyalty and mercy, which ultimately is the basis for 
the petition to relent and forgive (Boda 2008:83ff). Van Deventer (2012:215-224) finds a number of allusions to and 
echoes from penitential passages and psalms.  
34 The way in which this text from Jeremiah is interpreted is reminiscent of the Pesharim discovered among the Dead 
Sea Scrolls, even though the word רֶשֶׁפ used there does not appear in Daniel 9 (Collins 1993:359; cf. also Goldingay 
1991:231; Lacocque 1979:177). It is, however, found in the Aramaic section of the book (e.g. 2:4-7; 4:3; 5:7; 7:16 
etc.). 
35 Collins (1993) and Towner (1984) both presume a second century dating. For a late sixth, early fifth century 




which occurs in 8:12, 13 and 9:24. Because of such links, both Towner (1984:127-128) 
and Goldingay (1991:238) believe that chapter 9 may contain some further clarification of 
the vision in chapter 8. Goldingay (1991:239) suggests that the prayer ‘is that of the model 
Israelite in exile who has been portrayed in chaps. 1-6,’ and surmises that it might have 
been the kind of prayer Daniel might have prayed after Darius became king. However, he 
disagrees with Bickermann (1979:16) who saw the prayer as the centre of the whole book. 
 
2.3.1.3 The Significance of the Prayer in Daniel 9 for the Chapter and the Book as a 
Whole 
Many scholars consider the prayer of Daniel 9:1-19 an intrusion (e.g. Hartman & DiLella 
1978:245), both due to its subject matter (a prayer of confession, reminiscent of the psalms 
of lament, rather than a plea for illumination) and due to its good classical Hebrew36 (the 
rest of the Hebrew of Daniel is difficult and contains a lot of Aramaisms; cf. Seow 
2003:136). But even if the prayer is an adaptation from a different source, its central place 
in the book indicates that the author/editor put it there for a purpose (cf. Collins 
1993:347).37 Daniel prays in fulfilment of the injunction in Leviticus 26:4038 (Collins 
1993:347; cf. Wilson 1990:97; Bergsma 2007:21839). Smith-Christopher (1996:122) 
suggests that the prayer was included here because it links with the appearance of Gabriel 
later on. The angel appears because such prayers, usually accompanied by fasting and 
addressed to God, ‘are part of an exilic tradition of calling God to spiritual warfare’ and 
thus part and parcel of ‘diaspora life’ which ‘passed on into Scripture’ (Smith-Christopher 
1996:122). The occasion of such prayers are ‘times of great danger or distress’ (Smith-
Christopher 1996:122). A number of verbal agreements speak for the deliberate inclusion 
and composition of the prayer here. Jones (1968:491) mentions, among others, the 
                                                 
36 Wallace (1979:154) however astutely observes that the difference in language may simply be due to the fact that 
‘Daniel’s prayer language was dominated by what he found in the books’ he was studying. 
37 Similar forms of prayer are found elsewhere in the OT (e.g. 1 Ki 8:15-53; Ezr 9:6-15; Neh 9:6-37) as well as in 
extrabiblical literature (e.g. 4QDibHam and 2 Baruch; cf. Davies 1985:61), and Daniel 9 is still used ‘in the Jewish 
liturgy for the Day of Atonement’ (Davies 1985:61).  
38 ‘If they confess their iniquity and the iniquity of their forefathers, in their unfaithfulness which they committed 
against Me, and also in their acting with hostility against Me— … or if their uncircumcised heart becomes humbled 
so that they then make amends for their iniquity, then I will remember My covenant with Jacob, and I will 
remember also My covenant with Isaac, and My covenant with Abraham as well, and I will remember the land’ (Lv 
26:40-42, NASB).  
39 Bergsma (2007:218) suggests that Daniel realized that the seventy years of Jeremiah’s prophecy were over, but as 
yet there had not ‘been any sign of the restoration of Judah and Jerusalem’ … because ‘the requisite repentance of 
Jer 29:12-13, Lev 26:39-42, and Deut 30:1-4 ha[d] not taken place.’ Hence, ‘Daniel’s prayer is not a plea for 
illumination, but [an] … attempt … to repent on behalf of his entire nation.’ Similarly Kline (1974:456) believes 
that the prayer ‘fulfils the Todah requirement stipulated in the pattern of covenant lawsuit administration in 
Leviticus 26:40.’ Todah is defined as ‘the public act of acknowledging the glory of God in his attributes and the 
grace of God in his actions toward the people whom he has chosen in solemn covenant’ and ‘includes Israel’s 
confession of her sins’ (Kline 1974:457). Moreover, ‘the common concern of these prayers is the broken covenant’ 
(Kline 1974:457) and they are usually followed by covenant renewal ceremonies (Kline 1974:457 refers to Ezr 
10:3ff and Neh 10:1ff).  
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following: ‘The oath (הָעֻבְשׁ) [which] is poured out ([ךְַתִּתַּו]) … in the prayer’ (9:11) is 
paralleled by ‘the weeks (םיִעֻבָשׁ)’ which are both decreed (ךְ ַ֥תְֶּחנ) and ‘poured out (ךְ ַ֖תִּתּ) 
before the end’ (9:24, 27; cf. Kline 1974:453, n. 4).40 Jones (1968:492) rightly observes 
that the artistry with which these forms are linked ‘tie the chapter together and reveal it as 
a carefully constructed unit.’ 
However, even if the prayer was deliberately included, the question of whether or 
not the prayer and the interpretation of history in Daniel 9:24-27 reflect the general 
theology of the book is debated. In Collins’ opinion, the answer is no, and the emphasis of 
the book ‘is … on the sin of the gentile “beasts”’ (Collins 1993:359-360). Others, 
however, disagree. Lucas (2002:251) for example observes that since in Daniel 11:30-35 
and 12:10 ‘some of the Jews violated the covenant and shared responsibility for 
Antiochus’ deeds, … a sharp distinction cannot be made between the sins of Antiochus 
and those of Israel.’ He therefore believes that ‘the theology of the prayer does not 
contradict what is said elsewhere; it simply complements it’ (Lucas 2002:251; italics his).  
Boccaccini (2005:40) goes even further and affirms that the prayer and its 
theology are not only compatible with the apocalyptic ideology of the author, but are 
essential to an understanding of the whole book of Daniel, especially the visions 
(Boccaccini 2005:41-42).41 He rightly states that the prayer gives ‘the reason history is 
degenerating’ (namely because of Israel’s sin in breaking God’s covenant), and shows the 
consequences of God’s curse on both individuals and the community at large (Boccaccini 
2005:42). Both the prayer and the interpretation in verses 24-27 are ‘consistent with the 
principles of Zadokite covenantal theology’ (Boccaccini 2005:43; Lucas 2002:250 calls it 
‘deuteronomic theology’) as outlined in Leviticus 26. Daniel 9 affirms that since Israel had 
broken God’s covenant, she was punished ‘with seventy years of exile’, but since the 
people refused to repent and continued to be hostile to God, ‘God multiplied the 
punishment “sevenfold” and the seventy years became “seventy weeks of years” (Dan 
9:24)’ (Boccaccini 2005:43; cf. also Goldingay 1991:232). Boccaccini (2005:44) 
concludes that ‘the main goal and accomplishment of the author of Daniel’ was that he 
‘utilized the apocalyptic imagery … and consciously included it within the framework of a 
covenantal theology.’ 
In other words, the prayer in Daniel 9 is not an intrusion but an integral part of 
the chapter and indeed the book as a whole. This is not only proven through the centre 
                                                 
40 In addition, the temple is called ‘desolate’ in the prayer (ם ֵ֑מָשַּׁה ֖ךְָשָׁדְּקִמ), a root that is repeated three times in 9:26 and 
27 (תו ֹֽ מֵֹמשׁ תֶצ ֶ֖רֱֶחנ, v. 26; ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ and ֽםֵֹמשׁ־לַע ךְ ַ֖תִּתּ, v. 27) (cf. Jones 1968:491; Kline 1974:453).  
41 Van Deventer (2012:212) similarly argues, ‘[o]n the basis of thematic and linguistc aspects,’ that Daniel 9 ‘is 
intended as [the] focal point in Dan[iel] 8-12.’ He also refers to Boccaccini’s study (Deventer 2012:212-213).  
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stage it takes in the visions section, but also through the fact that it complements rather 
than contradicts the theology of other parts of the book (cf. Lucas 2002:251). The prayer 
explicitly states what is only hinted at in Daniel 1:1-2, namely that both captivity and exile 
were the result of Israel’s own sin, not the failure of Yahweh or the mere whims of a 
Babylonian king (cf. Longman 1999:218-19). There may be a similar hint in Daniel 8:12 
where it is said that ‘on account of transgression the host will be given over to the horn 
along with the regular sacrifice’ – the reason why this part of history is allowed to run its 
course as it does is because of the ‘transgression.’  
Moreover, in my view the prayer deliberately tempers the determinism of the 
visions. While Daniel believes in the fulfilment of prophecy, he also knows that there is a 
human element as well, namely the need for prayer and confession. This is in line with 
what he says to Nebuchadnezzar when he intimates that Nebuchadnezzar could avert 
God’s judgment if he followed Daniel’s advice to forsake his sin and pride,  but if he did 
not repent he would suffer the consequences (Dn 4:27). As for the interpretation of the 
visions, history may run its predetermined course (the exile will end; the people will return 
to their own land; Jerusalem will be rebuilt), but that does not mean that human 
responsibility no longer applies. The faithful are always called to continue being faithful in 
prayer and walking in the ways of God. The allusion to Leviticus 26 makes it clear that 
intercessory and penitentiary prayer will play its part in the fulfilment of prophecy.  
This is also reflected, or at least alluded to, in the visions: their fulfilment is not 
the result of mere determinism, but God’s people also have a role to play by being faithful 
to him and his covenant. Daniel 11:33 and 12:3 refer to those having ‘insight,’ who shall 
‘give understanding to the many,’ ‘shine brightly,’ and ‘lead others to righteousness;’ 
whereas Daniel 11:32 says that ‘the people who know their God will display strength and 
take action.’ They are not passive observers, but active participants in the predicted events. 
It is not stated explicitly how they will ‘give understanding to the many’ or how they ‘will 
display strength and take action,’ but obviously prayer, including penitential prayer, is one 
of the actions that would be fitting in the context.  
 
2.3.2 Daniel’s Prayer (9:1-19) 
2.3.2.1 Introduction to the Chapter (9:1-2) 
Daniel 9 starts with a date reference (שֶׁ֛וָיְרָדְל ת ַ֗חאַ תַ֣נְשִׁבּ), repeated in verse 2 ( ֙תַחאַ תַ֤נְשִׁבּ
ו ֹ֔ כְלָמְל), perhaps to emphasise that ‘Darius’ was ‘a throne-name, adopted for the first year 
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[of the king’s reign] only’ (Baldwin 1978:164), rather than a gloss.42 The prayer and 
subsequent declaration by Gabriel take place in the ‘first year of Darius,43 son of 
Ahasveros, of Median descent’ (י ָ֑דָמ עַ֣רֶזִּמ שׁוֹ֖רֵוְשַׁחֲא־ןֶבּ שֶׁ֛וָיְרָדְל ת ַ֗חאַ תַ֣נְשִׁבּ), who is said to have 
been ‘made king’ (ךְַלְמָה), the only reference in the HB of the Hophal of ךְלמ.44 It is not quite 
clear what the author wanted to express with this verb form. Perhaps he referred to 
someone who gave this Darius the authority to reign, e.g. Cyrus (in which case Wiseman’s 
suggestion [1965:12-14] that Darius the Mede is to be identified with Cyrus cannot hold), 
or it could refer to the authority that God bestows on rulers (cf. Miller 1994; Seow 
2003:138). Since in Daniel 2:21 it is stated that it is God ‘who removes kings and 
establishes kings’ (NASB) it is perhaps best to adopt this latter suggestion.  
The chapter continues with a brief first person account in which Daniel explains 
how he came to utter the prayer that is then reported. He draws attention to himself by 
emphasizing his identity: ‘I, Daniel, was considering…’ (יִת ֹ֖ ניִבּ לא ֵ֔ ִיּֽנָדּ ִ֙ינֲא), as if to note that 
he is the same person as that in the previous chapters of the book who has the experiences 
he is about to report. He states that he ‘was considering (  ֹ ניִבּיִת ) in the scrolls/books the 
number of years which came [as] Yahweh’s word to Jeremiah the prophet, to 
complete/fulfil the desolations of Jerusalem: seventy years’ (my rather literal translation, 
but cf. NASB). The word יִת ֹ ניִבּ is ‘irregular or faulty’ in form (Lacocque 1979:175),45 but 
however the grammatical construction is interpreted, in the context it means ‘to consider, 
notice, pay attention to’ (cf. HALOT).  
                                                 
42 Baldwin (1978:163-164) makes this suggestion assuming that Darius and Cyrus may be one and the same person. 
Montgomery (1927:359) proposes that the point of the repetition is to stress the date of the overthrow of the 
Babylonians which heightened the hope of the Jewish exiles that their liberation was at last at hand (cf. also Lucas 
2002:235).  
43 On the identity of Darius the Mede cf. the section on the dating of the book. 
44 Some scholars have preferred to emend the form to a Hiphil ‘and he became king’, arguing that the MT is a 
‘misunderstanding of the original Aramaic ךלמא (aphel)’ (Lacocque 1979:175). Theodotion also translates ‘he 
reigned’ (Lacocque 1979:175), whereas OG has ‘they [i.e. the Medes] reigned.’ In view of the three different 
interpretations of the verb by MT, Theodotion and OG the MT is to be preferred as the more original as well as the 
more difficult reading. 
45 According to the Westminster Hebrew Morphology (Logos Bible Programme) it is a Qal perfect 1cs form. 
Goldingay (1991:226) suggests that it is a shortened Hiphil perfect 1cs form (cf. Gesenius [2003a] §73a; see also 
Hartman & DiLella 1978:241). Montgomery (1927:361) notes that this is unlikely, and suggests that it rather uses a 
Piel form in analogy to double Ayin verbs, and might have been used like the Syriac equivalent ‘which … has the 
sense of “interpret, expound”….’ Hartman & DiLella (1978:241) note that to understand the form as a Qal, meaning 
‘understand,’ instead of a Hiphil, meaning ‘cause to understand, give understanding to’ is against ‘the whole tenor 
of the chapter; Daniel needed a revelation precisely because he did not understand the sense of Jeremiah’s 
prophecy.’ That does, however, in my opinion not militate against considering the verb as a Qal. Daniel tried to 
understand, but also prayed for revelation to help his understanding. Davis (2013:115) rightly observes that ‘Daniel 
is not mystified or baffled by Jeremiah’s prophecies; he is stirred by them’ to pray that God may indeed fulfil his 
promise. Similarly, Kline (1974:454) observes that ‘Daniel’s prayer does not … express perplexity, but importunity’ 
or urgency.  
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The plural ‘books’ or ‘scrolls’ (םיִרָפְסַּבּ; note the definiteness: ‘the books’)46 seems 
to imply that Daniel was studying a number of different scrolls, not just Jeremiah. On the 
other hand, Pfremmer de Long (2012:223) argues that in the MT the plural םיִרָפְס is used 
mostly for letters, not longer documents, and believes that the reference is to the letters in 
Jeremiah 29 (cf. Wilson 199047; Hill 2008:160). However, though Daniel 9:2 explicitly 
refers to Jeremiah (in whatever form Daniel may have had it), in view of the fact that it is 
mentioned only later in the sentence, it appears that he read Jeremiah in the light of other 
scrolls as well. The use of Deuteronomic language makes it likely that at least the Torah 
(notably Dt 7; 28; Lv 26), and possibly other books as well, were among them. If a second 
century dating of the book is accepted, then the similarity of the phraseology in verse 4 to 
Nehemiah 1:5 would also suggest a knowledge of some of the later Writings, such as 
Nehemiah and part or all of Chronicles. Besides, it is evident that Daniel considers what he 
reads as the binding and authoritative revelation of God, as indicated by his use of the 
prophetic revelation formula ‘the word of the Lord [that] came to Jeremiah’ ( ֙הָוְהי־רַבְד ֤הָיָה
֣הָיִמְִרי־לֶא).48 Nevertheless, it is unlikely that a fixed canon of scripture existed yet.49 
Daniel is disturbed by the reading of these ‘scriptures’ as he realizes that the 
destruction of his native land, especially of Jerusalem and the Temple, and the exile of his 
people were God’s just punishment for Israel’s failure to keep the covenant. He 
particularly ponders the fact that God had decreed ‘seventy years’ for ‘the completion of 
the desolations of Jerusalem’ (ם ַ֖ ִלָשׁוְּרי תוֹ֥בְרָחְל תוא֛לַֹּמְל). ‘Completion’ here refers to both the 
time it takes to finish ‘the desolations of Jerusalem’ as well as the fact that God was 
faithful to his promises and threats (in this case of destruction; cf. Kaiser 1999:505). Wood 
(1973:233) opines that the force of the whole construction ‘is to say that God’s assigned 
period for Judah’s captivity called for a certain number of years to fill it,’ i.e. seventy 
years. He also suggests that the plural term תוֹבְרָח stresses intensity: the city was in utter 
ruin (Wood 1973:233).  
                                                 
46 The word רֶפֵס has quite a broad range of meaning, referring to anything written, from short (legal) documents such 
as a certificate of divorce or a letter to quite long documents such as the ‘Law of Moses’ or the annals of a kingdom 
or the writings of a prophet (cf. BDB; HALOT; Swanson 1996; Patterson 1999; Kühlewein 1997). 
47 Wilson (1990:93) suggests that the plural םיִרַפְס may well indicate Jeremiah’s letters to the exiled community in 
Babylon in Jeremiah 29 (he rightly identifies two letters in that chapter: 29:1-23 to the exiles in general, and 29:24-
32 a ‘response to critical letters from Shemaiah the Nehelamite’). Jeremiah 29 explicitly mentions the 70-year exile, 
and the spelling of Nebuchadnezzar (instead of Nebuchadrezzar, as elsewhere in Jeremiah) is the same as in Daniel 
(Wilson 1990:93). Jeremiah 29:12-14 indicates that in order for God to restore the exiled community at the end of 
the 70 years, the exiles will have to seek God with all their heart. The same theme is of course reflected in the prayer 
of Daniel 9 (Wilson 1990:95). Wilson’s opinion is attractive, but considering the sentence structure in Daniel 9:2, I 
prefer the view advocated below. 
48 This, incidentally, is the first time the divine name הָוְהי appears in the book. 
49 Goldingay (1991:240) thinks that though the use of the plural form of רֶפֵס ‘suggests the existence of an identifiable 
collection of authoritative religious writings … this need not imply a precisely defined and closed “canon”’ 
(similarly Miller 1994:241; Collins 1993:248; Lucas 2002:235). When I use the word ‘scripture’ in the following 
exposition, it is with this proviso in mind. 
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But how is the phrase ‘seventy years’ to be understood? This has been a crux 
interpretum ever since the chapter was written. The problem is that if one takes the number 
literally, several starting and end points for the seventy years are possible (Lucas 
2002:235-236). Starting points could be Nebuchadnezzar’s first appearance in the Levant 
in 605 BCE,50 or the deportation in 597 BCE, or the final destruction of the temple and the 
deportation of the Jews in 587/86 BCE. End-points then would be respectively Cyrus’ 
capture of Babylon in 539 BCE, Cyrus’ ‘decree allowing the Jews to return’ and build a 
temple in 538 BCE, the actual start of the rebuilding of the temple in 520 BCE or its 
completion in 516 BCE (Lucas 2002:235).  
In view of these uncertainties, it seems better to interpret the number figuratively, 
rather than as an exact figure, perhaps indicating simply a rounded number (e.g. Steinmann 
2008:435), or a lifetime (Collins 1993:349; Lucas 2002:235; Smith-Christopher 1996:121). 
‘Seventy’ may also indicate ‘fullness’ or ‘the totality desired and ordained by God’ 
(Rengstorf 1964:628). A seventy-year period ‘of destruction or subjugation was an 
established typological motif in the ancient Near East’ (Fishbane 1988:480; cf. Luckenbill 
1925:167; McComiskey 1985:40). Such figurative interpretations of seven and multiples 
of it are particularly significant in ritual texts (e.g. Lv 4:6, 8:11 etc.; cf. Otto 2004:353, 
355), apocalyptic literature (esp. the number seven, e.g. Rev 1:4; 5:1 etc.) and in blessing 
and curse formulae (cf. Lv 26:21, 28 etc.; Dt. 28:7, 25; cf. Otto 2004:352-3). As noted 
above, a reference to Leviticus 26, especially the curse section, seems to be in view as 
well.  
Baldwin (1978:164) suggests that with the expression ‘for the completion of the 
desolations of Jerusalem, namely, seventy years’ (NASB) the ‘writer implies that the years 
of desolation were fulfilling some role, and had to take their course before any new 
building could take place.’ She further notes that ‘[s]eventy years was the fixed term of 
divine indignation’ (cf. Zech 1:12), during which ‘the land … enjoyed its sabbaths … until 
seventy years were complete’ (2 Chr 36:21; NASB). Baldwin (1978:164) goes on to argue 
that ‘[t]his ritual understanding of the term takes it beyond the merely numerical into the 
theological and ethical realm,’ and that ‘theologically the important point was that 
restoration marked acceptance with the Lord, who, by restoring His people to their land, 
demonstrated that He had forgiven and reinstated them (Is. 40:1ff).’ 
 
                                                 
50 Orr (1956) interprets it this way. He suggests that originally the prophecy in Jeremiah 25 referred not to Israel’s time 
in exile, but to the rule of the Babylonians, counted from 605 BCE onwards, when Nebuchadnezzar first came to the 
Levant (cf. esp. Orr 1956:305). These 70 years of Babylonian rule were, however, later reinterpreted by the 
Chronicler (2 Chr 36:21) and Daniel (9:2) to refer to the time of destruction for Jerusalem (Orr 1956:306).  
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2.3.2.2 Daniel’s Prayer of Repentance (9:3-19) 
In verses 3-19 Daniel addresses his God. Daniel 9:3-4a introduce the prayer. Verses 4b-15 
combine confession with affirmation of God’s justice in meting out judgment on Israel. 
Verses 16-19 contain Daniel’s plea to God to turn away from his wrath and act in mercy 
towards Jerusalem and the temple.  
 
2.3.2.2.1 Introduction to the Prayer (9:3-4a) 
Having realised that the time of the redemption of Jerusalem according to Jeremiah was 
drawing near, Daniel reports that apart from studying the scriptures he also took action by 
turning his heart to God in prayer, fasting and supplication.51 He calls God ‘Lord52 God’53 
(םי ִ֔הלֱֹֽאָה ָ֙יֹנדֲא, also in 9:9, 15).54  
Daniel tells his readers that he ‘sought [God by] prayer and supplication,’  ְל שֵׁקַּב
 ִנוּנֲחַתְו הָלִּפְתּםי . The infinitive construct of שׁקבּ, to seek, ‘is awkward’ (Lucas 2002:228). 
Lucas (2002:228) suggests (with Goldingay 1991:226) that ‘[t]he lack of a preposition 
before the nouns (“to seek by prayer [and supplication]”) can be explained as an 
Aramaism’ (emphasis added). There are two terms used for prayer. The first one, הָלִּפְתּ, is 
the normal word for prayer,55 the second one, םי ִנוּנֲחַתְו, ‘specifies the kind of prayer’ 
                                                 
51  ה ָ֗רְמ ֹֽ אָו ה ֶ֑דַּוְתֶאָו י ַ֖הלֱֹא הָ֥והיַל הָ֛לְֽלַפְּתֶֽאָו רֶֽפֵאָו ק ַ֥שְׂו םוֹ֖צְבּ םי ִ֑נוּנֲחַתְו ה ָ֖לִּפְתּ שׁ ֵ֥קַּבְל םי ִ֔הלֱֹֽאָה ָ֙יֹנדֲא־לֶא י ַ֗נָפּ־תֶא הָ֣נְתֶּאָו; ‘So I gave myself [lit. my 
face] to the Lord God to seek [him by] prayer and supplication, by fasting and [in] sackcloth and ashes, and I prayed 
to the LORD my God and I confessed and I said…’ (my translation; Dn 9:3-4a). Seow (2003:140) and Hill 
(2008:162) suggest that the ‘setting of the face’ may allude ‘to the practice of facing Jerusalem’ when praying.  
52 The divine title ָיֹנדֲא is very frequent in the OT, but seems to be particularly popular with the prophets (almost three 
quarters of 439 occurrences), especially Ezekiel (217 occurrences; cf. Eissfeldt 1974:62-63). Eissfeldt (1974:63) 
states that the expressions YHWH ’adonai or ’adonai YHWH are more suited to prayers (’adonai appears 55 times 
in Psalms) and prophetic speeches than ordinary narrative material. ָיֹנדֲא means ‘“owner, ruler, or sovereign” and 
identifies Yahweh as the owner and ruler of the universe’ (Miller 1994:242). It is possible that it is a plural of 
majesty when applied to God (cf. Alden 1999:13). Fretheim (1997:275), however, prefers an association ‘with the 
authority of the word of God,’ especially when it appears in the messenger formulae, and hence notes that the 
‘universal authority of God may … be the basic sense of the word.’  
53 The word םיִהלֱֹא is the general designation for the God of Israel throughout the OT, though occasionally it may refer 
to the gods of the nations. Fretheim (1997:405) suggests that the plural form ‘has reference to intensification or 
absolutization or exclusivity (say, God of gods)’ rather than implying a plural of majesty. The combined title  הָוְהי
םיִהלֱֹא appears first in Genesis 2 where it may imply that Yahweh, Israel’s God, is none other than the ‘universal 
creator God’ (Fretheim 1997:406). However, in Daniel 9 it appears that the stress is on the fact that God is the 
covenant God of Israel, who entered into a covenant with them, but whom they have continuously spurned by 
breaking his covenant. Kline (1974:456) rightly observes that the title YHWH is ‘the peculiarly covenantal name of 
God;’ this is especially the case in the prayer of Daniel 9. 
54 The divine title םיִהלֱֹא does not occur in Daniel 8. In Daniel 1:2, 9, 17 and 9:3, 4, 9-11, 13-15, 17-20 it refers 
exclusively to the God of Israel, Yahweh, and if it does not have a pronominal suffix it always appears with the 
definite article, as if to distinguish it from the general designation ‘gods’ which appears in the Aramaic section 
(chapters 2 to 6 only) and in Daniel 11:8 and 37. The combined title םיִהלֱֹֽאָה ָיֹנדֲא (or וּניֵהלֱֹא ָיֹנדֲא; it is most common in 
Deuteronomy (21x) and Jeremiah (16x) out of 89 occurrences) appears in 9:3, 9, 15, and the expression  ַהלֱֹא הָוְהיי  (or 
וּניֵהלֱֹא הָוְהי) in 9:4, 10, 13-14, 20. The two combinations seem to be used interchangeably, and when one considers 
the MT pointing, no difference in pronunciation is noticeable. Elsewhere in the chapter, Daniel uses either simply 
ָיֹנדֲא,  ִהלֱֹאים , or הָוְהי (and once לֵא) to address God directly. Hill (2008:162) correctly remarks that this title serves to 
remind the reader that Daniel is a member of God’s covenant community, and ‘calls attention to God’s obligations 
to his people Israel as covenant-maker.’ The rest of verse 4 makes this even more explicit.  
55 Stähli (1997:993) observes that the word is often used in conjunction with lament psalms and suggests that the 
conjunction of  ָלִּפְתּה  with םִינוּנֲחַת emphasizes this. There seems to be an allusion to Jeremiah 7:16 and 11:14 where 
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(Goldingay 1991:227). This latter term is related to the verb ַןנָח, to be gracious, and thus 
indicates that Daniel seeks God’s grace and compassion in his prayer. Yamauchi 
(1999:304) mentions that the word is a less formal way to express ‘the outpourings of a 
troubled soul,’ and this would fit the present context well. Daniel does so with ‘fasting, 
sackcloth and ashes’, all signs of mourning, grief, humility and deep earnestness on the 
part of the person who prays. That there were regular fasts during the exilic period is 
attested in Zechariah 7:1-7. Wood (1973:234) insightfully remarks that the lack of a 
preposition before the nouns indicates that it was not what Daniel sought, but ‘his heart 
attitude in seeking’ that was important, and that the phrase  ִנוּנֲחַתְו הָלִּפְתּםי  simply tells the 
manner in which he did so. The words used for prayer do not ‘necessarily imply that 
Daniel was asking for revelation’ since the phrase  ְלהָלִּפְתּ שֵׁקַּב  ‘may mean, not “to seek in 
prayer”, but “to pray earnestly”’ (Porteous 1965:136; cf. also Wilson 1990).56  
Daniel not only prays (57הָלְלַפְּתֶא ָו), but he also ‘confesses’ (58ה ֶ֑דַּוְתֶאָו) and speaks59 
to God. Miller (1994:243) observes that the emphatic position of the verb ‘pray’ shows 
Daniel’s fervency and intensity, a fact that is stressed throughout the prayer. By noting that 
he ‘confesses’ as well as appeals to God, and by using first person plural verbs in the 
prayer, Daniel, like Nehemiah (e.g. 1:6), identifies himself with his people, and shares ‘in 
the blame for [their] sins’ (Steinmann 2008:436).  
 
2.3.2.2.2 Confession and Affirmation of God’s Justice in Judging His People (9:4b-15) 
2.3.2.2.2.1 Daniel 9:4 
In terms of the purpose of this study, Daniel 9:4b and 27 are the most important verses of 
this chapter because of their explicit reference to covenant. (Verse 27 will be considered 
below.) However, as will be seen, the whole prayer (Kline 1974:456), indeed the whole 
chapter (cf. Kline 1974:455), is replete with covenant language, even where the word תיִרְבּ 
does not occur. 
                                                                                                                                                 
God forbids Jeremiah to pray for the people using a number of different verbs for prayer, including ללפ. Daniel, in 
contrast, now does indeed use different types of prayer to implore God on behalf of his people. 
56 Porteous (1965:136), arguing for a second century dating of Daniel and believing the prayer to be the voice of the 
pious Hasidim who persisted in their Jewish faith, nevertheless similarly observes that the purpose of the prayer was 
not to ask for illumination, but to express the piety of the community whose representative the writer was. 
57 Hitp impf 1cs cons ללפ with emphatic ה. 
58 Hitp impf 1cs. According to BDB and HALOT, the Hithpael of הדי means ‘confess.’ Pace (2008:287-288) suggests a 
link with the confession used ‘in the Yom Kippur ceremony’ in Leviticus 16:21-22. She believes that Daniel 9 was 
addressed to the community suffering under Antiochus Epiphanes, and though in those trying times sacrifice and 
other Jewish rituals were proscribed, ‘prayer and confession for the individual and community are still possible’ 
(Pace 2008:288). 
59 הָרְֹמאָו; Qal impf. 1cs cons רמא with emphatic ה. Waltke & O’Connor (1990:544) call this a pseudo-cohortative form, 
which occurs ‘in the parts of Daniel, Ezra and Nehemiah where the narrative is in the first person,’ but ‘rarely 
elsewhere’ (and never in Chr, Zech, Est) in the Bible.  
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The prayer proper begins with an extensive address that heaps up titles for God. 
Daniel calls God ‘the great and to-be-feared (or ‘awesome’) God’ (א ָ֔רוֹנַּהְו ֙לוֹדָגַּה ל ֵ֤אָה),60 i.e. a 
God not to be trifled with. The definite article indicates that he is the only God who can be 
so described; in view of the Babylonian polytheism that is the assumed setting of the 
chapter, Daniel affirms the qualities of the one and only true God. He alone is great – 
exalted, above all other so-called gods – and he alone is awesome, to be feared and 
revered. The reason for this reverence towards God is that he is  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס , the 
‘keeper of the covenant and the faithfulness’ (note the definite article on both words). 
Wood (1973:235) suggests that the fact that both words have the definite article means that 
Daniel uses ‘both words as appellative nouns, employed in a generic sense.’ The idea is 
‘that God keeps all covenants He makes and then always extends steadfast love to man in 
his frailty and inability to live up to them’ (Wood 1973:235; italics his). Wood (1973:235) 
thinks that the significance of the whole phrase is that ‘God not only graciously makes 
covenant with man, but also extends necessary love toward man as man finds himself 
falling short of meeting his responsibilities in the covenant.’   
 
2.3.2.2.2.1.1 Excursus: The Expression דֶסֶחְַהו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ in the MT with Particular 
Reference to Daniel 9:4 
In order to establish which covenant is meant in Daniel 9:4, this section will explore the 
use of the phrase  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס  in the MT. Apart from the present verse, the exact phrase 
דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ occurs in Deuteronomy 7:9, as well as in 1 Kings 8:23, 2 Chronicles 6:14, 
Nehemiah 1:5 (without the definite article on דֶסֶח), and in Nehemiah 9:32. It appears that 
Daniel first and foremost refers to Deuteronomy 7 where the phrase occurs in the context 
of Moses’ farewell speech to the Israelites on the brink of their entering the land of Canaan 
after forty years of wilderness wanderings. There, Moses warns the Israelites that when 
they enter the land of Canaan they must not make treaties/covenants with the inhabitants of 
the land, lest they be led astray to follow other gods and so become unfaithful to Yahweh, 
their covenant God. Moses argues that God had not chosen them and made a covenant 
with them because of any virtues of Israel, but simply because of his sovereign choice and 
grace, and (perhaps even more so) because he kept the covenant that he had made 
hundreds of years earlier with their forefathers, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. This appears to 
be the significance of the definite article on the word תיִרְבּ; it points to a particular 
covenant, and at this stage the only reference point seems to be the Abrahamic covenant.  
                                                 
60 In Daniel the short form לֵא only occurs here and in 11:36 where in his vision Daniel sees the antichrist figure 
exalting himself above all gods (לֵא־לָכּ־לַע), including the ‘God of gods’ (םיִלֵא לֵא), i.e. Israel’s God. 
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By delivering Israel from slavery in Egypt, God had proved to be the covenant-
keeping and covenant-faithful God. This is the God who is  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס  in blessing to 
those who are also faithful to him, but who is  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס  in judgment to those who 
turn away from him. Just as God had been faithful to his covenant and grace that he 
promised to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, so he proved himself to be faithful also to Israel 
and the covenant he had made with them at Mt Sinai. The whole history from the exodus 
to the present moment as Israel was about to enter Canaan was one great story of God’s 
continued faithfulness even in the face of Israel’s frequent unfaithfulness. Moses uses this 
fact to exhort the Israelites to covenant loyalty. Later on in the book of Deuteronomy (chs 
27-28) Moses outlines and repeats (from Lv 26, with adaptations) the curses that would 
befall Israel should they fall away from their covenant loyalty to Yahweh and commit 
idolatry. To these Daniel refers later in his prayer as he confesses his own and his people’s 
sins.  
In 1 Kings 8:23-53 (cf. 2 Chr 6:14-4261) Solomon’s prayer on the occasion of the 
dedication of the first temple is recorded. Like Daniel, Solomon starts his prayer by 
extolling God’s virtues, though in slightly different terms: ‘there is no God like You in 
heaven above or on earth beneath’ (1 Ki 8:23, NASB). Also like Daniel, Solomon 
continues to refer to God’s covenant keeping and faithfulness ‘to his servants who walk 
before’ him ‘with all their hearts’ (  ִכְֹלהַה ךָיֶדָבֲעַל םי ָבִּל־לָכְבּ ךֶָינָפְלם ). A particular example of 
such a ‘servant’ is David, Solomon’s father, with whom Yahweh made a special covenant 
(see 2 Sm 7). In this context, the definite article on תיִרְבּ indicates that the word refers not 
primarily to the Sinai covenant but in particular the Davidic covenant (2 Sm 7). Solomon 
then explains how God had shown himself to be the  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס  with David (1 Ki 
8:15) and prays that he would continue to do so by providing descendants to Solomon who 
would reign over Israel as kings, as Yahweh had promised David (v 16; cf. 2 Sm 7:12-16). 
He indirectly also refers to the promise of God that David’s son would build a house for 
God, as has now happened as Solomon prays.  
From this it appears that in 1 Kings 8 the phrase  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס  refers primarily 
to the covenant with David, but I suggest that due to the similarity of this prayer with 
Moses’ exhortation in Deuteronomy 7:9 and its reminiscence of Exodus 20:6 and 
Deuteronomy 5:10 (the second commandment) the reference is not only to the Davidic 
                                                 
61 The Chronicles text varies only very slightly from that in 1 Kings. The basic point of the prayer is the same in both 
texts; therefore, it is not necessary to list the minor differences in style between the two chapters. Some of the more 
significant differences between the accounts in 1 Kings and 2 Chronicles which were pointed out in Linington 
(2003b:41-43) are not relevant for the present discussion. 
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covenant, but also to the commandments and stipulations of the Sinai covenant (cf. 
Linington 2006a. esp. p. 131; Linington 2006b, esp. pp. 674-676).  
The closest wording to Daniel 9:4 is found in Nehemiah 1:5, with only two 
differences: Nehemiah 1:5 has no definite article on  ֶסֶחד , and Nehemiah addresses his 
prayer to ‘Yahweh, the God of heaven, the great and awesome God’ instead of to ‘the Lord, 
the great and awesome God.’ Nehemiah 1:5 reads:  רֵֹמשׁ אָרוֹנַּהְו לוֹדָגַּה לֵאָה ִםיַמָשַּׁה יֵהלֱֹא הָוְהי ָאנָּא
 דֶסֶחָו תיִרְבַּהויָתוְֹצִמ יֵרְֹמשְׁלוּ ויָבֲֹהאְל ; Daniel 9:4 reads:  דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ אָרוֹנַּהְו לוֹדָגַּה לֵאָה ָיֹנדֲא ָאנָּא
ויָתוְֹצִמ יֵרְֹמשְׁלוּ ויָבֲֹהאְל. With such obvious similarity the question arises ‘who borrowed from 
whom’? Young (1949:185) notes that some scholars have suggested that Daniel borrowed 
from Nehemiah. However, could it not be that the borrowing may be the other way round 
and that Nehemiah borrowed the phrase from Daniel? It is assumed that Daniel borrowed 
from Nehemiah because the Maccabean date for the former is taken for granted. Perhaps 
the very fact that Nehemiah may have borrowed from Daniel is proof against that 
assumption. Daniel (or the editor of the book) is fond of the title ‘the God of Heaven’ 
elsewhere; why would he have left out the reference to this expression if he was borrowing 
from Nehemiah? And since he used the title Yahweh in the introduction to the prayer and 
later in verse 10, why would he have changed it to ‘Lord’ here? It appears that since 
Nehemiah’s prayer is more expanded than Daniel’s, the dependence is more likely to be on 
Nehemiah’s part (cf. Young 1949:185; Steinmann 2008:437). 
Alternatively, since similar wording also occurs in Deuteronomy 7:9 ( ָתְּעַָדיְו
 ֶנַּה לֵאָה םיִהלֱֹאָה אוּה ךָיֶהלֱֹא הָוְהי־יִכּרוֹדּ ףֶלֶאְל ויָתוְֹצִמ יֵרְֹמשְׁלוּ ויָבֲֹהאְל דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ ןָמֱא ), it is 
equally possible that both Nehemiah and Daniel drew on this source rather than on each 
other. In Deuteronomy 7:9 Moses exhorts the Israelites to ‘know that Yahweh, your God, 
he is God, the faithful God, keeper of the covenant and faithfulness to those who love him 
and who keep his commandments to a thousand generations’ (my translation). Both Daniel 
and Nehemiah may have adjusted this phraseology to their own purposes as they prayed to 
God for the forgiveness of their own and their people’s sins. Since both Daniel and 
Nehemiah were living in a polytheistic environment at the time their prayers were uttered 
(according to the setting of the texts), they may have found it necessary to assert the 
character of God as greater than any other so-called gods and as the one who really is 
awesome.  
Nehemiah 1 points out that God proved himself to be the  ָו תיִרְבַּה רֵמוֹשׁדֶסֶח  in that 
he brought judgment on unfaithful Israel. Nehemiah reminds God (1:9) of his promise, that 
in case the people should be scattered as he had threatened (e.g. Lv 26; Dt 28), he had also 
promised that if they returned to him and humbled themselves by admitting their sins and 
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confessing them to Yahweh, he would bring them back to their land, their city and their 
temple (cf. Lv 26:40; Dt 30:4). The reference here is obviously the Sinai covenant. Though 
Israel had acted wickedly, they were still God’s own people and Nehemiah pleads with 
Yahweh to act in accordance with his covenant promises in their plight. In this, the prayer 
is similar to Daniel 9 which goes into much more detail to describe and confess the 
speaker’s and his people’s sins.  
The wording of Nehemiah 9:32 is similar to that in Daniel 9:4, though there are 
significant differences in context. Nehemiah 9:32 reads:  אָרוֹנַּהְו רוֹבִּגַּה לוֹדָגַּה לֵאָה וּניֵהלֱֹא הָתַּעְו 
דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵמוֹשׁ  וּניֵרָשְׂל וּניֵכָלְמִל וּנְתאַָצְמ־רֶשֲׁא האָָלְתַּה־לָכּ תֵא ךֶָינָפְל טַעְִמי־לאַ וּניֵֹתבֲאַלְו וּנֵאיְִבנִלְו וּנֵינֲֹהכְלוּ
ֶהזַּה םוֹיַּה דַע רוּשַּׁא יֵכְלַמ יֵמי ִמ ךֶָמַּע־לָכְלוּ.62 Daniel 9:4 reads:  ָאנָּא הָרְֹמאָו הֶדַּוְתֶאָו יַהלֱֹא הָוהיַל הָלְלַפְּתֶאָו
ויָתוְֹצִמ יֵרְֹמשְׁלוּ וי ָבֲֹהאְל דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ אָרוֹנַּהְו לוֹדָגַּה לֵאָה יָֹנדֲא.63 Only the phrases in italics are 
the same. Nehemiah 9:32 adds the divine title ‘the mighty (one)’ before ‘the awesome 
(one),’ which appears neither in Daniel nor in Deuteronomy 7 or Nehemiah 1. Daniel 9 is 
the beginning of a prayer of confession. Nehemiah 9:32 comes in the middle of a long 
prayer, which outlines the sins of Israel in far greater detail than do either Daniel 9 or 
Nehemiah 1. Before verse 32, the prayer in Nehemiah 9 is uttered by the Levites and gives 
a detailed account of the history of Israel, including God’s faithfulness and Israel’s 
unfaithfulness. After the statement concerning God’s greatness and covenant faithfulness, 
Nehemiah 9:32-35 continues to admit the culpability of all the people who were united in 
their apostasy: leaders, kings and princes/officials, priests and prophets, all their 
forefathers, and in fact, all people. Not only had they been unfaithful in the past, they even 
continued to be unfaithful until the present day (i.e. the time of the prayer). As a result of 
their apostasy, God,  the דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵמוֹשׁ, who had been faithful in bringing about 
blessings on Israel by granting them their own land and king, had now been faithful in 
bringing about judgment on the apostate nation, as he had promised in his commandments 
to them. Here apparently the reference is to God’s covenant with King David, though the 
context implies that the Sinai covenant is not far from the Levites’ minds either.  
Although Yahweh had allowed Israel to come back to their own land, they were 
still ‘slaves’ to the Persians; their city and temple still lay in ruins, and though they were 
allowed to live in the land, it did not belong to them as it had in the past. In fact, all its 
produce went to pay tribute to the Persians, not to feed themselves. Because of this, the 
                                                 
62 ‘Now therefore, our God, the great, the mighty, and the awesome God, who keeps covenant and lovingkindness, Do 
not let all the hardship seem insignificant before You, Which has come upon us, our kings, our princes, our priests, 
our prophets, our fathers and on all Your people, From the days of the kings of Assyria to this day’ (NASB). 
63 ‘I prayed to the Lord my God and confessed and said, “Alas, O Lord, the great and awesome God, who keeps His 
covenant and lovingkindness for those who love Him and keep His commandments’ (NASB). 
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Levites and the people agree to make a covenant with the Lord whose stipulations are set 
out in Nehemiah 10:28-39, and which is signed by the leaders (Nehemiah 10:1-27).  
Thus one may conclude that apart from the phraseology in Nehemiah 9:32a, there 
is not much direct verbal correspondence between this chapter and Daniel 9. The verbal 
similarity is greater between Nehemiah 1:5 and Daniel 9:4. Similar observations apply to 
Solomon’s prayer in 1 Kings 8 and 2 Chronicles 6 and to the exhortations of Moses to 
Israel in Deuteronomy 7 and Daniel 9. Though there are not many direct verbal 
correspondences, the themes of Daniel 9 and Nehemiah 1 and 9 are similar in that all three 
contain prayers of confession that use similar phraseology. The immediate referent of תיִרְבּ 
varies: in Deuteronomy it seems to be the Abrahamic covenant, with implicit reference to 
the Sinai covenant; in the two scriptures that mention Solomon’s prayer the immediate 
referent of תיִרְבּ is the Davidic covenant, while once again the Sinai covenant may well be 
implied. In the two references in Nehemiah, the first is apparently to the Sinai covenant, 
while Nehemiah 9 seems to imply firstly the Davidic covenant with its promise of an 
enduring monarchy, though even here the Sinai covenant is implied through the listing of 
the long history of God’s faithfulness and Israel’s fickleness from the exodus to the present 
day of the writer.  
In Daniel 9, because of the similarity in wording with Deuteronomy 7 and the 
allusions to the covenant curses in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 later in the prayer, it 
is probably the Sinai covenant that is meant, though this does not exclude the other 
covenants, in particular the Abrahamic one.64 Zobel (1986:60) is a little too assertive when 
he suggests that the ‘double use of the definite article serves the purpose of making the 
covenant refer unambiguously to the Sinai berîṯ, with the result that ḥeseḏ is understood as 
Yahweh’s faithfulness to this covenant’ (italics added). He notes that the reminder that 
humans in turn must ‘love’ God and ‘keep his commandments’ further emphasises this 
notion (Zobel 1986:60).  
 
2.3.2.2.2.1.2 Terms Related to Covenant in Daniel 9:4: דֶסֶח and בָהאָ 
Apart from the word תיִרְבּ, there are a number of other terms in Daniel 9:4 that often appear 
in conjunction with covenant. One of these is דֶסֶח. Daniel 9:4 states that God ‘keeps the 
                                                 
64 Miller (1994:244) thinks that the covenant meant here must be the Abrahamic one since Daniel’s point is to pray for 
the return of the people to their land and it is this covenant in which God ‘promised Abraham a land and national 
existence for his descendants, Israel (cf. Gen 12:1–3; 15:18–21)’ (cf. also Hill 2008:164). As noted, in my opinion 
the two options are not exclusive of each other, but rather complementary. Wood (1973:235) in fact suggests that in 
the present context the word ‘covenant’ ‘may be used as an umbrella term for Yahweh’s covenantal tradition with 
Israel (i.e., the covenants with Abraham, Israel at Mount Sinai, and David)’ (cf. Hill 2008:164). 
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covenant and the faithfulness (דֶסֶח) to those who love him and who keep his 
commandments.’ It seems this is a reference to the second commandment where God 
prohibits the making of idols (one of the reasons for the exile, according to e.g. Ezekiel 8-
11), and tells the people that though he will punish those who break this particular 
injunction to the third and fourth generation, he will keep ‘steadfast love (דֶסֶח) to 
thousands of those who love me and keep my commandments’ (Ex 20:6; Dt 5:10, ESV; cf. 
also Ex 34:7).  
Generally it may be noted that in the OT דֶסֶח has a strong relational aspect, either 
between humans, or between humans and God, and always includes both attitude and 
behaviour (cf. Baer & Gordon 1997:211; Zobel 1986:51). Humans are required to act with 
דֶסֶח towards each other (e.g. Zech 7:9), but only God can bestow דֶסֶח on humans, not vice 
versa (Zobel 1986:62), at least not in the same sense that God bestows דֶסֶח on people. 
Routledge (1995:194-195) rightly notes that God does indeed look for דֶסֶח in his people 
(cf. Hs 6:4, 6; Jr 2:2) towards himself, but this means human loyalty and devotion to God 
and faithfulness and obedience to his commandments, as well as faithfulness towards other 
covenant members. When דֶסֶח is exhibited by God towards humans, there is an 
‘extraordinary emphasis … on the element of divine mercy, grace, and forbearance,’ and 
on his readiness to forgive (Zobel 1986:63). In covenant contexts, the element of loyalty is 
included in the term (Zobel 1986:61).65  
In Daniel 9:4, as in Deuteronomy 7:9, God is the ‘keeper of the covenant and the 
דֶסֶח to those who love him and keep his commandments.’ In other words, a reciprocal 
relationship is in view. God keeps covenant and דֶסֶח; mankind loves God and keeps his 
commandments. But, as the remainder of the prayer makes clear, God never breaks his 
side of the bargain, whereas human beings are prone to abandon theirs.  
The word בַהאָ (love) is also often used with covenant connotations, and thus 
becomes a legal term (Buchanan 1999:269; cf. also Kline 1974:456). Moran (1963:79) has 
shown that the use of the word ‘love’ in secular ANE treaties goes back to the second 
millennium BCE (he cites the Amarna letters), but is also continued in first century BCE 
                                                 
65 Both תיִרְב and דֶסֶח appear a few times in the HB. In 1 Sm 20:8 David asks Jonathan to deal kindly (דֶסֶח) with him 
because Jonathan had made David enter הָוְהי תיִרְבִבּ with him. In the synonymous parallelism of Psalm 89:29 (Eng. v. 
28) Yahweh affirms that he will keep his דֶסֶח forever and his תיִרְבּ to David will be established. (cf. also Ps 106:45). 
Zobel (1986:60) states that in these two psalms ‘ḥeseḏ functions as the content of the berîṯ,’ but I think it is even 
more than that: in these verses the two terms are considered one and the same concept. This also applies to Isaiah 
54:10 where the word is again used in the same breath as covenant in a parallel structure that equates דֶסֶח and  תיִרְבּ
יִמוֹלְשׁ. In Isaiah 55:3 a similar construction equates םָלוֹע תיִרְבּ with םִינָמֱֶאנַּה דִוָד יֵדְסַח. In these contexts דֶסֶח is obviously 
a covenant word, referring to the durability, faithfulness and loyalty of God and his promises, as indicated by the 
expression ‘everlasting covenant’ in Isaiah 55:3 (cf. Watts 1987:246 on 55:3) and the context in 54:10 (‘will not be 
removed from you/shaken’). 
58 
 
treaties. בַהאָ may be used for the relationship between two equal kings, or between 
suzerain and vassal. In the latter case it implies that the vassal must ‘serve [the suzerain] 
and … remain faithful’ to him as vassal (Moran 1963:79). Deuteronomy applies this 
language in several places to the covenant relationship between God and humans. 
Deuteronomy 6:6 tells us that God commands the people that they must ‘love’ him ‘with 
all [their] heart, and with all [their] soul, and with all [their] might.’ In other words, God 
must be first and foremost in their minds. On the other hand, this ‘love’ for God is 
‘intimately related to fear and reverence’ and ‘must be expressed in loyalty, in service, and 
in unqualified obedience to the demands of the Law’ (Moran 1963:78; cf. Eichrodt 
1961:93-94). Moreover, to love God implies loyalty to him alone (e.g. Dt 5:7-9, the first 
two of the Ten Commandments), walking in his ways, keeping and doing his 
commandments, heeding his voice and serving him (Dt 10:12-13; cf. Moran 1963:78). In 
other words, ‘it is … a love defined by and pledged in the covenant’ (Moran 1963:78). 
Daniel 9:4b takes up this language and the remainder of the prayer shows how Israel had 
in fact failed to ‘love’ her covenant God and had done everything but obey his 
commandments.  
 
2.3.2.2.2.2 Daniel 9:5 
Daniel now confesses the sins that he and his people have committed against Yahweh. He 
identifies himself with his people; he is not above or aloof from them, but their sin is his 
sin too. He uses five different terms to express the seriousness of Israel’s apostasy from the 
Lord: רוֹ֥סְו וּנְד ָ֑רָמוּ וּנְע ַ֣שׁ ְ֯רִהו וּני ִ֖וָעְו וּנא ָ֥טָח; ‘we sinned and we committed iniquity and acted 
wickedly and rebelled and turned aside’ (my translation). They are all linked by simple ו 
conjunctions, indicating that all these actions occurred at the same time (cf. Lucas 
2002:228). This conglomeration of terms for sin emphasises the seriousness of the offence 
committed against Yahweh. The first three of these terms also appear in 1 Kings 8:47 (cf. 
Steinmann 2008:437). 
The first of these five words is אטח, which according to Luc (1997a:87) is the 
basic root of one of the most common words used for ‘to sin’ (cf. also Livingston 1999).66 
In Daniel 9 the word refers to offences against God and the breaking of his laws and 
commandments. It is a covenant term in that the standards of God are violated and one’s 
obligations towards him remain unfulfilled when sin is committed (cf. Lucas 2002:237). 
                                                 
66 According to HALOT it can simply mean ‘miss (a goal),’ but most of the time it connotes ‘to sin,’ ‘commit a sin,’ or 
‘be guilty.’ In 1 Kings 8 and 2 Chronicles 6 (Solomon’s prayer at the dedication of the temple) and several times in 
Jeremiah (e.g. 3:25) it is used in the same way as here in connection with confession of sin, as is the related noun, 
תאָטַּח, which occurs in Daniel 9:20 and 24. 
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As such, ‘[e]thically speaking, sin is missing God’s mark or goal of holy living that is 
required for human beings. Israel as a nation had fallen short of God’s design to be a holy 
people’ (Miller 1994:245). 
The verb הוע conveys the idea of having committed an offence against God. 
Lucas (2002:237) suggests the translation ‘go astray’ and notes that the word is similar in 
meaning to אטח.67 In the present context, the ‘one who sins has veered from the straight 
and narrow road and “made his paths crooked”,’ which is even more serious since it is a 
deliberate action against God (Miller 1994:245).  
The third word in Daniel’s list of vices is עשׁר, which means ‘to act wickedly’, 
regardless of the verbal stem. It ‘denotes the negative behavior of evil thoughts, words and 
deeds, a behavior not only contrary to God’s character, but also hostile to the community 
and which at the same time betrays the inner disharmony and unrest of a man’ (Livingston 
1999:863).68 Wood (1973:236) suggests that it also conveys the idea of deliberateness.69  
The word דרמ is consistently translated ‘rebel’ (NASB), i.e. it conveys the idea of 
refusing to accept the authority of another (in particular a superior, ruler/king or God) and 
actively working against it. It only occurs in Daniel 9:5, 9 where it refers to the people of 
God refusing to accept the authority and sovereignty of Yahweh their God.70  
The last word in Daniel’s list of vices, רוּס, means ‘to remove, put away, take off’ 
(e.g. Gn 8:13, Hiphil) or ‘to turn aside, depart’ (e.g. Gn 19:2, Qal). In the present context, 
it is a Qal infinitive absolute, in contrast to the preceding verbs which are all 1cp perfects. 
The word stresses Israel’s apostasy from God which she effected by ‘turning away’ from 
his ‘commandments and ordinances’ (NASB;  ֶטָפְּשִׁמִּמוּ ךֶָתוְֹצִמִּמךָי ), instead of keeping them 
(cf. Rosscup 1992:59). Wood (1973:236) insightfully observes that the infinitive form of 
this verb indicates that it is ‘not parallel’ to the other four, but ‘gives the basic reason for 
them’ (cf. also Miller 1994).71  
                                                 
67 Schultz (1999:650) opines that the root הוע has a basic meaning of ‘twist, bend, distort,’ hence ‘to distort, to make 
crooked, to pervert,’ and suggests that ‘[w]hen the distortion pertains to law it means “to sin, to infract, to commit a 
perversion/iniquity.”’ 
68 Livingston (1999:863) adds that the ‘wicked’ follow ‘a lifestyle contrary to the laws of God’ (as for example in the 
two references in Dn 11:32 and 12:10) but that this can be reversed by repentance and confession, as in Daniel 9:5. 
69 Goldingay (1991:250) notes that עשׁר is the antonym of קדצ, to do right; it is a forensic term that ‘indicates action 
that puts a person in the wrong in a legal or quasi-legal setting.’ In Daniel 11:32 it is used in a covenant setting (see 
below). 
70 Elsewhere the word can refer to the rebellion of a subject people (i.e. Judah and her king) against their suzerain (the 
kings of Assyria or Babylon), e.g. in Isaiah 36:5 or in Jeremiah 52:3. 
71 Walvoord (1971:207), quoting Stuart (1850:258), notes that the variety of verbs used to describe Israel’s sin in this 
verse ‘indicates the design of the speaker to confess all sin of every kind in its full extent.’ 
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Israel has turned away from God’s ‘תוְֹצִמ,’ i.e. the covenant stipulations of the 
Lord (at Mt Sinai), which ‘express his will’ and which ‘those who are committed to him … 
obey’ (Lucas 2002:237). They have also moved away from his םיִתָפְּשִׁמ, his ‘judgments,’ 
i.e. God’s rules and ordinances. The word perhaps implies the exact way such rules are to 
be observed72 (cf. Enns 1997:1143). However, Israel has failed to comply with these 
regulations, which is the reason why they are now being disciplined in exile.  
In summary, Daniel 9:5 is replete with covenant terminology, which is not 
surprising considering its relationship to deuteronomic literature. Most of these terms only 
occur in chapter 9 of Daniel, and in this chapter most of them only occur in the prayer 
(though there are notable exceptions, as will be seen in the discussion of Daniel 9:20-27). 
Lucas (2002:237) suggests that the words הָוְצִמ and טָפְּשִׁמ are used more or less 
synonymously, though if a difference in nuance is included, it is that the former term 
‘refers more often to divine than to human commands’ whereas ‘the latter refers in 
particular to the responsibilities of kings and judges to administer justice.’ This makes a 
good connection to the following verse.  
 
2.3.2.2.2.3 Daniel 9:6 
Daniel 9:6 describes the people’s culpability by outlining how their transgressions were 
manifested in their lives. The initial ו conjunction may be translated ‘and’ (Goldingay 
1991:225) or ‘moreover’ (NASB). The point is that not only have the people done all the 
things listed in verse 5, but they have added to their sins by refusing ‘to listen to your 
servants, the prophets, who spoke in your name.’ Probably Daniel thought of Jeremiah, 
whose writings he had been studying (cf. Greidanus 2012:287, who rightly notes that 
Daniel’s ‘prayer is filled with allusions to the book of Jeremiah’) and who made the same 
accusation on numerous occasions.73  
                                                 
72 Goldingay (1991:244-45) suggests that the underlying idea of the word טָפְּשִׁמ ‘is the exercise of authority, on behalf 
of what is right and against what is wrong.’ Thus he argues that  ִטָפְּשִׁמםי  ‘are … authoritative declarations concerning 
the kind of behaviour that is acceptable and the kind that is not’ and that the word may refer to specific enactments, 
but it may also be used more generally for ‘the authoritative commands that belong to the covenant’ (Goldingay 
1991:245). 
73 E.g. 7:25; 25:3-7; 26:4-6; 29:18-19; 35:15; 37:2; 44:4-6; cf. also Zechariah 1:4-6; 7:12-14; 2 Chronicles 24:19; 
36:15-16; cf. also Hosea 6:5; Amos 2:11-12, 13-16. Steinmann (2008:437) observes that ‘Jeremiah describes the 
prophets as God’s “servants” more often than any other OT Book.’ In postexilic literature, Ezra 9:10-11 states that 
the Lord used the prophets to teach his people his commandments, but they refused to listen to them. Nehemiah 9:26 
goes a step further and indicts the people not only with refusing to listen to the prophets (as in Neh 9:30), but also 
with killing them when they tried to bring them back to Yahweh. Thus Daniel is in good company with his 
statement. The connection with deuteronomic language is also clear: Deuteronomy 18:19 warns that those who 
refuse to listen to God’s prophets would be held to account, and one reason for the exile of the Northern Kingdom is 
that the people refused to listen to the prophets, continued in their rebellion against the Lord, and did not accept any 
warnings of coming judgment (1 Ki 17:13-14). 
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Daniel goes on to indict both the leaders and the people with refusing to listen to 
the prophetic message of repentance. The leaders are the kings (וּניֵכָלְמ), i.e. the highest 
political rulers, ‘princes’ (וּני ֵ֖רָשׂ), a general term for a person in authority (either political, 
judicial or military; cf. Lucas 2002:238), and the ‘fathers’ (וּני ֵֹ֑תבֲאַו),74 i.e. ‘those who had 
authority in the local community by virtue of their seniority within an extended family 
group’ (Lucas 2002:238; cf. Koch 1984:104, who notes they are probably the heads of the 
extended families/clans who together represented the people).75  
Some scholars comment on the fact that the list of culpable people excludes the 
(false) prophets and priests from the blame. Towner (1984:131-32) for example argues that 
in contrast to 1 Kings 8 where the king is the one interceding for the people and teaching 
them how to repent, Daniel (just as Nehemiah 9, Neh 9:34-35) indicts the king along with 
others and includes him in the culpability for the dire straits the nation is in. He suggests 
that the exclusion of the prophets from the list of culpable people is due to the fact that the 
‘hierocratic circles’ in which Nehemiah and Daniel worked ‘may have been [nervous] 
about prophets,’ which is why they were included ‘among the righteous sufferers,’ rather 
than the sinners. Lacocque (1979:183) opines that the expression ‘those who are near’ in 
verse 7 indicates that the author of verses 6-7 must have been ‘in Jerusalem, not in 
Babylon or Susa’ since ‘[o]nly a Judean author could simply affirm that the dispersion 
(important because it concerned several countries) was a divine punishment. This also 
accounts for the absence of priests and prophets from the guilty social classes’ (italics his). 
However, I think this overstates the point. It is not at all certain that only a Judean author 
could affirm that the dispersion was a divine punishment. The possibility of dispersion is a 
threat even in the earliest prophets. Furthermore, it is not clear either that this accounts for 
the absence of the priests and prophets from the guilty classes. The fact that Daniel is 
praying as a result of his meditation on Jeremiah’s prophecies seems to indicate that 
though he does not mention the failure of the priests and (false) prophets here, he would 
have been aware of Jeremiah’s polemic against them. Therefore there may not be any 
significance in the omission of the priests and prophets in this verse. Moreover, if a second 
century dating or edition for this chapter is assumed, it is rather inexplicable why the 
writer/editor did not mention the failure of the priests since some of them were implicated 
                                                 
74 The word ‘ʾāb may designate any man who occupies a position or receives recognition similar to that of a father,’ 
such as a person protecting the poor (Jb 29:16) or even an advisor to a king/Pharaoh (Gn 45:8) (Payne 1999:5). It 
can also be used generally for someone in authority, such as the leader of a prophetic group (2 Ki 6:21), a priest (Jdg 
18:19) or a king (1 Sm 24:12 [Eng. 11]), as well as a grandfather or more distant ancestor (Payne 1999:5; cf. also 
Jenni 1997:1-13). 
75 Porteous (1979:137) suggests that there may be a point in arguing that the different classes are listed in descending 
order in the present verse. This is possible.  
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in the atrocities that were happening during the persecution of Antiochus IV. This may be 
another point in favour of an earlier dating of at least this part of the book. 
 
2.3.2.2.2.4 Daniel 9:7 
Daniel 9:7 begins with a series of verbless clauses contrasting the righteousness76 of 
Yahweh (in an emphatic position; cf. Miller 1994:246) with the unfaithfulness of the 
people of Israel and Judah, because of which they had been scattered among the nations. It 
is significant that the word הָקָדְצ appears here with the definite article: ‘Yours, o Lord, is 
the righteousness’ (my translation) which is contrasted with the ‘shame of the face’ (also 
with the definite article), i.e. public disgrace (םִינָפַּה תֶשׁ ֹ ב),77 that is Israel’s lot. At first sight, 
this seems to be simply noting one of the attributes of God: he is ‘righteous.’ However, in 
the context of the verse Daniel also mentions that it was God who had caused the Israelites 
to be dispersed all over the world because of their unfaithfulness, and in accordance with 
covenant law (cf. Collins 1993:350). Therefore, the word here not only implies an attribute 
of God, but also refers to his ‘righteous’ acts or ‘justice’ in dealing with his people.  
‘Us’ is further defined by the addition of the phrases ‘the men of Judah’ (i.e. the 
southern Kingdom), ‘the inhabitants of Jerusalem’ and ‘all Israel’ (i.e. the northern 
Kingdom, or perhaps both southern and northern kingdom combined), both ‘those nearby’ 
and ‘those far away in all the lands where you scattered them because of all their 
unfaithfulness which they committed against you’ (cf. Keil & Delitzsch 1996:713; cf. Jr 
16:15; 23:3, 8; 32:37, as per Steinmann 2008:438). In other words, everyone is culpable; 
no one is exempt.78 If a Babylonian setting for the prayer is assumed, perhaps the ‘nearby’ 
refers to the exiles of the southern kingdom (Judah) and the ‘far away’ to the exile of the 
                                                 
76 The word here is the feminine הָקָדְצ (occurring in Dn 9:7, 16, 18) rather than the masculine קֶדֶצ (occurring in Dn 
9:24), but there is no difference in meaning (Stigers 1999:752). Generally קֵדָצ refers to that which conforms ‘to an 
ethical or moral standard’ or norm which in the Bible is ‘the nature and will of God’ (Stigers 1999:752; cf. Reimer 
1997:746), which includes such things as ‘just’ weights and measures (Lv 19:36; Dt 25:15). In the forensic sense the 
words have to do ‘with the adjudication or declaration of right behaviour or status’ (Reimer 1997:746), and 
theologically, they express ‘something true about God’ (Reimer 1997:746). Reimer (1997:750) believes that 
‘covenant [is never] invoked [explicitly] as a ground or basis’ for קֶדֶצ, but I beg to differ. While covenant may not 
be invoked explicitly as a basis for קֶדֶצ, the idea is nevertheless there. Both ה ָֽקָדְצ and קֶדֶצ are used in Deuteronomy, 
which is a covenant renewal document (cf. Dt 6:25; 16:20). Therefore Stigers’ position that in the Bible the standard 
that ה ָֽקָדְצ and קֶדֶצ refer to is the laws and commandments of God is preferable.  
77 The Hebrew idea of שׁוֹבּ is ‘“to come to shame” and stresses the sense of public disgrace’ (Oswalt 1999:97); in 
Daniel 9:7 the disgrace results from defeat by an enemy (Oswalt 1999:98). שׁוֹבּ ‘always has to do with a negative 
condition or experience as a result of a relationship in which perceived codes of conduct, honor, position, or 
expectations are not fully met or are violated’ (Nel 1997:626).  This admirably suits the present context where 
Yahweh’s הָקָדְצ, i.e. his ‘righteous acts’ which are always in conformity with his own standard, are contrasted with 
Israel’s failure to live up to those same standards that result in her םִינָפַּה תֶֹשׁבּ.  
78 Lucas (2002:238) rightly suggests that the explicit mention of ‘“all Israel” here and in v. 11, and also “Israel” in v. 
20, makes the theological claim that despite all that has happened, the covenant community that originated from 
Jacob/Israel and took shape at Sinai still exists, though now scattered.’ Walvoord (1971:208) observes that the 
scattering of the people throughout ‘“all the countries where thou hast driven them,” was not occasioned by one sin, 
but by generation after generation of failure to obey the Law or to give heed to the prophets.’ 
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northern kingdom (Israel) a century earlier. If a second century setting is assumed, ‘those 
nearby’ is probably a reference to the happenings in Judea during the Maccabean wars, 
whereas those ‘far away’ may refer to Jews elsewhere. 
The specific reference to the inhabitants of Jerusalem who are particularly 
involved in the nation’s sin (cf. Wood 1973:237), and the phrase ‘unfaithful deeds’ 
(NASB; ךְ ָב־וּלֲעָמ רֶשֲׁא 79םָלֲעַמְבּ) which refers back to the list of sins in vv. 5-6, recalls Ezekiel 
8-11 where Jerusalem is indicted for its idolatry. In the OT Jerusalem is the city of the 
Lord, the place where God revealed himself to his people, the place where he chose to 
dwell (Goldingay 1991:248). It is the city ‘that bears Yahweh’s name – that is, the city he 
owns,’ as Daniel stresses (Goldingay 1991:248). But the inhabitants have not lived up to 
their high calling.  
 
2.3.2.2.2.5 Daniel 9:8-9 
Verse 8 begins with a direct address to YHWH: ‘O Lord, to us belong shame of face.’ The 
list of people indicted in verse 6 is repeated, denoting all types of social classes, and 
making the same point: all are guilty; none are innocent (cf. Walvoord 1971:208). Wood 
(1973:238) is probably right in thinking that the two titles for God in verses 7-8 connote 
authority (ָיֹנדֲא) and grace (הוהי) respectively.  
Verse 9a lists more positive attributes of God, which are contrasted with more of 
the negative traits of the people in the rest of verse 9 and verse 10. In each case, the 
previous list is continued and complemented. There is a change here from the first person 
address of Daniel to God to third-person statements about God, a literary feature also 
known from the Psalms. Walvoord (1971:208-209) suggests that Daniel thus seems to 
‘state a truth for all who will hear, a theological fact now being introduced as the basis for 
the remainder of the prayer.’ Perhaps verses 8-9 could be translated: ‘O Yahweh, to us, to 
our kings, to our leaders, to our fathers, belong the shamefacedness [with] which we have 
sinned against you, our compassionate and forgiving Lord God, for we have rebelled 
against him.’ God is again addressed as ‘Lord, our God’ (וּניֵהלֱֹא ָיֹנדֲא). He is still Israel’s 
God, despite all their failings. He is a God of compassion (  ָהםיִמֲחַר ) who is willing to 
forgive (תוֹחִלְסַּה), or, more literally the God of the compassions and the forgivenesses (both 
                                                 
79 The word לַעַמ indicates ‘the breaking or violation of religious law as a conscious act of treachery. The victim … is 
[often, but not always] God’ (Hamilton 1999:519-520). In the prophetic literature, the word only occurs in Ezekiel 
and here (Hamilton 1999:519).  
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nouns are plural and definite).80 Coppes (1999:842) notes that though God will punish 
Israel’s sin by exiling her (Dt 30:3), her repentance would ‘meet with God’s tender 
compassion.’ Perhaps this is the reason why Daniel uses the word here.81  
 
2.3.2.2.2.6 Daniel 9:10 
Verse 10 continues by reiterating what has already been stated in verse 6, namely that 
Israel has not ‘listened to/obeyed the voice of Yahweh our God,’ which was audible 
through his ‘laws’ or ‘teachings’ (NASB; ויָֹתרוֹת) and was given through the intermediation 
(lit. ‘by the hand’) of ‘his servants the prophets.’ In covenant contexts, such as here in 
Daniel 9:10, Torah refers to the stipulations of the covenant (either in part or as a whole), 
in particular Moses’ instructions to the people at Mt Sinai (cf. Dt 1:5; Hartley 1999:404).82 
According to Deuteronomy 18, Moses is the model prophet. Therefore the reference in 
Daniel 9:10 to the instructions through the prophets may be construed as instruction in the 
Mosaic law. But, as Daniel is only too aware, Israel had neither heeded the instruction of 
the prophets, nor had they ‘walked in [Yahweh’s] ways.’ The importance of walking in 
God’s ways is emphasised e.g. in Leviticus 26:3 (‘if you will walk in my statutes…’) 
where the conditional clause precedes promises of blessing (cf. also Dt 28:9). God’s 
blessings are not unconditional; in order to receive them, God’s people must obey his 
voice and walk in his ways and statutes (cf. Lv 26, Dt 28). If they fail do so, a long list of 
curses outlines the disasters that will overcome Israel instead of the desired blessings.  
 
                                                 
80 Hill (2008:165) observes that the plurals ‘are intensive and have the effect of “emphasizing God’s great and 
manifold ‘mercies’ and his abundant forgiveness”’ (quoting Miller 1994:246). Others suggest it means ‘acts of 
forgiveness’ (Goldingay 1991:227) or that it conveys the idea of ‘the continued and extended exercise of [the] 
qualities or attributes’ of םיִמֲחַר and  ְס ִלי ָחה  (Young 1949:186). Lucas (2002:238) suggests that תוֹחִלְסַּה is an intensive 
plural denoting ‘abundant forgiveness’ (cf. BDB), and observes that ‘Yahweh’s compassion is not simply an 
emotion. It results in action. In this case the action is forgiveness, despite Israel’s rebellion’ (cf. also Goldingay 
1991:243-44 on םיִמֲחַר). 
81 Butterworth (1997:1094) suggests that the word םיִמֲחַר ָה ‘signifies warm compassion, a compassion which goes the 
second mile, which is ready to forgive sin, to replace judgment with grace.’ This suits the context of the verse 
admirably, in particular since ‘forgiveness’ is explicitly mentioned. The verb from which ‘forgiveness’ is derived is 
only used with God as subject and denotes his offer of forgiveness and pardon for human sin (Kaiser 1999:626; cf. 
Olivier 1997:260). 
82 The basic meaning seems to be ‘teaching’ (cf. Hartley 1999:403; Enns 1997:897), whether by humans or by God. 
Generally הָרוֹתּ ‘designates some divine standard of conduct for God’s people,’ and includes cultic, social and civil 
laws (Enns 1997:893). Hosea 8:1 even appears to equate ‘covenant’ with ‘law’: ‘they have transgressed my covenant 
and against my law they rebelled’ (וּעָשָׁפּ יִתָרוֹתּ־לַעְו יִתיִרְב וּרְבָע).’ The teaching of tôrâ ‘was entrusted to the priests and 
scribes,’ but also the prophets if priests and scribes failed to perform their duty adequately (Enns 1997:893). Apart 
from ‘specific legal or moral instruction,’ tôrâ also includes ‘a historical review of Israel’s past,’ and from the 
postbiblical period onwards it referred to ‘the Pentateuch as a whole [as the] divine instruction book for godly 
living’ (Enns 1997:897). 
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2.3.2.2.2.7 Daniel 9:11 
Daniel 9:11 continues with the third person account of Israel’s sins, but soon changes 
again to second person address. Daniel reiterates that ‘all Israel’83 have ‘sinned [by] 
transgressing your law’ (ךֶָתָרוֹתּ־תֶא וּרְבָע לֵאָרְִשׂי־לָכְו), and specifies this as ‘that which is 
written in the instruction of Moses, the servant of God, that we have sinned against’ (my 
translation). The word רבע can have covenant overtones, and in that case is most frequently 
used to express the violation of the covenant relationship (Harman 1997:315).84 In the next 
phrase Daniel describes the sin of Israel in terms that he has already used before: they have 
transgressed God’s law by ‘turning aside’ (רוּס) and ‘not listening to/not obeying 
[Yahweh’s] voice’ (ךֶָֹלקְבּ ַעוֹמְשׁ יִתְּלִבְל).  
The rest of the verse gives the result of Israel’s sin. Because of their transgression 
and refusal to obey Yahweh, he ‘poured out’ (ךְַתִּתַּו) upon them ‘the curse’ (הָלאָָה) and ‘the 
oath’ (הָעֻבְשַּׁהְו; both words are singular and definite)85 ‘which is written in the law of Moses 
the servant of God’ (NASB). Both these words are important in relation to covenant. The 
order in which they are used in this verse is also significant: God poured out his curse, 
according to his oath in the covenant promises, which is heavily reminiscent of 
Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 (cf. Miller 1994:247). However, it is interesting that 
neither הָלאָ nor הָעֻבְשׁ occurs in these chapters, though I would argue that the idea is 
nonetheless present. Both chapters not only refer to covenant sanctions such as crop failure 
and famine, but also to the expulsion from the land as the ultimate penalty for falling away 
from worshipping Yahweh. Deuteronomy 29 reports the covenant renewal ceremony at the 
brink of Israel’s entry into the Promised Land, and there both the noun הָלאָ and the verb 
86ע ַב ָשׁ occur.  
  
                                                 
83 Goldingay (1991:246) points out that the ‘Judeans … saw themselves as the preserved remnant of that whole people 
of God, and thus came to apply the name “Israel” to themselves.’ Therefore, ‘to speak of Israel … is to make a 
significant theological claim for the little community of Judeans who survived the exile, by seeing them as the 
successors of that whole people with whom Yahweh entered into covenant (vv. 11, 20)’ (Goldingay 1991:246). The 
Chronicler characteristically portrays ‘all Israel’ as taking part in such significant events as ‘making David and 
Solomon king, bringing up the ark, and dedicating the temple.’ Moreover, in the present context, the unity of ‘all 
Israel’ ‘is a unity in wrongdoing’ (Goldingay 1991:247). But like the Chronicler, Daniel too sees the surviving 
remnant in exile as the representatives of a much larger whole that he calls Israel. 
84 This word will be discussed in more detail in the section on the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
85 According to Kottsieper (2004:334) the two words form a hendiadys which ‘refers to the curses that according to 
Deuteronomy accompanied the covenant at Horeb (Dt. 28:15-68; 30:17-19; cf. Towner 1984:133; Porteous 
1965:138, who also mentions Dt 29:18ff).’ 
86 Goldingay (1991:251) observes that הָלאָ ‘does not denote an imprecation, but a sanction imposed in the name of 
legal rights or religio-ethical demands.’ He goes on to suggest that the fact that the calamity of Israel is explained in 
terms of הָלאָ and הָעֻבְשׁ ‘is to exclude [their] explanation … in terms of chance or of the demonic’ (Goldingay 
1991:251-52), though not excluding the supernatural (he calls it ‘magical’). In fact, the calamity comes as a 
judgment by Yahweh who deliberately brought it about as part of his ‘predetermined plan’ (Goldingay 1991:252). 
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2.3.2.2.2.8 Daniel 9:12 
Verse 12 begins with the clause םֶק ָ֜יַּו ֹוי֣ר ָ֯בְדּ־תֶא , ‘and he established his word,’ using a verb 
that often indicates the ‘establishing’ of a covenant (e.g. Gn 17:7).87 Deuteronomy 9:5 
states that God will establish his word (רָבָדּ, i.e. promise) to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.88 
This is meant here, too, though ‘word’ now refers to a threat (cf. Goldingay 1991:245) 
‘against us and against our rulers (טֵֹפשׁ) who ruled over us’ (NASB) through the law of 
Moses (v. 13) and the prophets (v. 10). Since the people refused to listen, from the greatest 
(rulers, םיִט ְֹפשׁ)89 to the least (the common people, םַע, ‘us’), the result was the judgment of 
destruction on their city and land and exile for many of their people.  
In Daniel 9:4 God is called the ‘  ֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁדֶס .’ In the present verse, Daniel 
reiterates that God keeps his covenant, but by ‘establishing’ it with regard to its curses: just 
as God is faithful in bringing about his promises of blessing and salvation, he is also 
faithful in bringing about his threats of punishment and disaster if necessary (cf. Ne 9:8; Dt 
9:8; Lacocque 1979:183; Hill 2008:165). Daniel particularly mentions the judgment on 
Jerusalem,90 harking back to the prophecies of Isaiah (Is 3:1-4:1; 10:11), Jeremiah (e.g. Jr 
7; 35:17; 36:31 etc.) and Ezekiel (esp. Ezk 8-11) that pronounce doom on the city because 
of all her sins, especially idolatry. Yet these prophets also saw beyond that time of 
punishment and preached restoration after judgment had run its course (e.g. Is 2:2-4; 4:4-6 
etc.; Jr 30- 33; Ezk 40-41).  
Nonetheless, when the downfall came, it was a great shock to the people. Daniel 
is not the only one who calls it ‘a great calamity’ (  ָֹלדְג הָעָרה ) or simply a ‘calamity’ that the 
Lord had brought upon her (cf. Jr 16:10; 32:42). The book of Lamentations gives 
expression to the feelings of despair that overwhelmed the people at the destruction of 
Jerusalem, though in different terms.  
Those scholars who see in this prayer a reference to the desecration of Antiochus 
Epiphanes point out that the disaster here refers to the experience of ‘plundering, pillaging, 
suppression, and murder’ under that infamous king’s rule (Anderson 1984:108-109). 
Obviously the Jews living in that era would have found in this prayer much they could 
                                                 
87 Genesis 6:18; 9:9, 11, 17; 17:7, 19, 21; 26:3 (cf. Jr 11 :5); Exodus 6:4; Leviticus 26:9; Deuteronomy 8:18;  2 Kings 
23:3; Ezekiel 16:60, 62. 
88 Cf. also 1 Samuel 1:23; 2 Samuel 7:25; 1 Kings 2:4; 6:12; 8:20; 12:15; Jeremiah 29:10; 33:14. 
89 The word טֵֹפשׁ adds to the list of rulers listed in verses 6 to 8. It implies more than mere judicial capacities, but 
includes general rule. In the present context, it seems to be used as a summary term for all the leaders, both secular 
and religious, listed previously in verses 6 and 8 (cf. Montgomery 1927:365; Young 1949:187). 
90 The statement that ‘under the whole heaven there has not been done anything like what was done to Jerusalem’ 
(NASB) sounds odd since other cities too were captured and destroyed by the Babylonians and their inhabitants 
taken into captivity (cf. Miller 1994:247), but it should be read in the context of the significance of Jerusalem as the 




identify with, but I believe that the immediate context in Daniel 9 and the similarity of the 
prayer to those of Ezra and Nehemiah indicates rather the destruction of both Jerusalem 
and temple in 587/6 BC. Seow (2003:144) seems to admit as much since he argues that 
‘Daniel’s prayer … recontextualizes Deuteronomistic theology … so that it applies not 
only to the distraught exiles of the sixth century … but also to the Jews of the time of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, in the second century.’ He further notes that the first person 
application of the prayer is ‘particularly poignant: the prayer is not about those in the past, 
but about “us” – those to whom the book of Daniel is addressed. In this way … the 
narrator is able to maintain the historical stage in which the book is set – namely the sixth 
century B.C.E. – while addressing the concerns of people who lived long after that time’ 
(Seow 2003:144). He further notes that the description of the fall of Jerusalem as ‘“a 
calamity so great that what has been done against Jerusalem has never before been done 
under the whole heaven” … is certainly appropriate as a characterization of the devastation 
under Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 167 B.C.E.’ (Seow 2003:145).  
 
2.3.2.2.2.9 Daniel 9:13 
Verse 13 continues the thought of verse 12 by noting that the ‘great calamity,’ i.e. the fall 
of Jerusalem, had been written about already in the ‘law of Moses’ (  ֲאַכּוֹתְבּ בוּתָכּ רֶשׁ ֶֹשׁמ תַרה ), 
probably a reference to Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 and 29. Yet despite all this, 
Daniel realizes that the people as a whole had failed to ‘appease’ (וּניִלִּח) God’s face, i.e. to 
‘smooth’91 out the wrinkles of disapproval from God’s face by seeking his favour 
(Gesenius 2003b:279) through turning (בוּשׁ)92 from iniquity and seeking Yahweh’s truth.  
Daniel acknowledges Israel’s lack of true repentance, even in the face of the 
calamity of the exile. Not only had the people not turned away from their iniquities, they 
also refused to gain ‘insight into’ or ‘show devotion for’ (לַכָשׂ, HALOT, meaning 5) 
Yahweh’s truth (תֶמֱא).  
Gaining insight (לַכָשׂ) is an important concept in Daniel. Daniel ‘perceived’ or 
‘understood’ (ןיִבּ) from reading the books God’s purposes (Dn 9:2). Chapters 1-6 
emphasize how Daniel and his three friends have more insight and understanding than 
                                                 
91 Cf. BDB and Gesenius (2003b:279), who suggest that the word comes from a root meaning to ‘rub’ the face, hence 
to ‘smooth’ it. Swanson (1997) suggests the meaning ‘ask a request of another, with the focus as a positive, humble 
request with no commanding or demanding’ for הלח, and thus it is another word for prayer (cf. Stolz 1997:427; 
Weber 1997:287). 
92 בוּשׁ is the most common term to express the idea of turning either to or away from God (or idols; cf. Thompson & 
Martens 1997:56), and is a favoured term in Jeremiah. It may have the sense of ‘defection’ or ‘shifting loyalties,’ 
especially ‘a shift in one’s spiritual position,’ and in this sense it is a covenant term (cf. HALOT, meaning 10; 
Hamilton 1997:909; Thompson & Martens 1997:57). In Daniel 9:13 the word is used with the meaning ‘turn away’ 
from wickedness (ןוָֹע) and, impliedly, ‘to’ God. 
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anyone else, and particularly how Daniel is able to interpret the dreams and visions of the 
Babylonian kings (chs. 2, 4, 5). In chapters 7-12 the writer mentions several times Daniel’s 
desire to gain insight and understanding (7:16; 8:5, 15,17; 10:1, 10, 12, 14; all using ןיִבּ), 
or points out that people having insight (םיִלִכְּשַׁמ) will understand and be able to teach 
others (11:33, 35; 12:3, 10). Daniel uses the verb לַכָשׂ more than any other book except 
Proverbs and Psalms.93 The word can convey the sense of ‘comprehending something,’ 
and it is possible ‘to distinguish the aspects of “acquiring knowledge,” … “possessing 
knowledge” … and “transmitting knowledge”’ (Koenen 2004:117). Goldberg (1999:877) 
notes that לַכָשׂ is more or less synonymous with the terms ‘wisdom’ (הָמְכָח) and 
‘understanding’ (ןיִבּ), but ‘there is a fine distinction. While bı̂n indicates “distinguishing 
between,” śākal relates to an intelligent knowledge of the reason.’ In other words, לַכָשׂ 
indicates a ‘process of thinking through a complex arrangement of thoughts resulting in a 
wise dealing and use of good practical common sense’ (Goldberg 1999:877; emphasis 
added).94  
In Daniel 1 and 11-12 the derived noun ליִכְּשַׂמ is used, always in the plural, and 
referring to people who are wise and have insight to understand the signs of the times. In 
Daniel 1:4 it is used of those Jews, like Daniel and his three friends, whom 
Nebuchadnezzar chose to receive a Babylonian education and to serve at his court. These 
םיִליִכְּשַׂמ are people who not only have wisdom and insight themselves, but are able to live 
accordingly and pass on their knowledge to others.95 
In Daniel 9:13, לַכָשׂ is used with the meaning ‘act in a manner that shows wisdom 
and understanding in right living.’ Daniel admits that the Israelites have failed to act in a 
manner that shows regard for the truth (תֶמֱא) of Yahweh by refusing to turn from their 
deliberate sin. NASB translates תֶמֱא here ‘truth,’ but perhaps the idea of ‘faithfulness’ is 
also implied, considering the fact that Daniel was looking at God’s covenant faithfulness 
                                                 
93 The main meanings are: 1. Be successful or prosperous (materially as well as spiritually); 2. Act in a manner that 
shows wisdom and understanding in right living; 3. Speak in a way that exhibits wisdom or teach others in such 
behaviour. Swanson (1997) suggests for Daniel 9 the meaning ‘give attention, have regard, act with care, give heed 
to, i.e., give thought for a person or situation, implying a proper response (… Da 9:13)’ (italics added). Koenen 
(2004:117) believes that instead of a basic meaning, ‘[o]nly a semantic field … can be determined for śāḵal,’ and 
suggests that the verb may mean ‘become insightful/reasonable’ or ‘be insightful/reasonable’, whereby ‘the focus is 
not primarily on any one, specific intellectual ability, but rather on the more general use of common sense.’ 
94 Koenen (2004:117-118) notes in this context that לַכָשׂ is often used in connection with the just mentioned roots when 
it means ‘comprehend something’ or ‘have insight.’ In Deuteronomy 29:8 it appears together with the word תיִרְבּ: 
‘Keep the words of this covenant (תיִרְבּ) and do them, so you may prosper (וּליִכְּשַׁתּ) in all that you do.’ Success (or 
possibly understanding) comes from covenant obedience; hence the concept is important also in covenant contexts 
even where the word does not appear. 
95 Koenen (2004:115) notes that the ‘participle describes how a reasonable or successful person acts and fares.’ He also 
remarks that in Daniel 11-12 the reference is to persons who are loyal to God, and who are thus described as having 
insight. He suggests that they could be described as ‘“an extreme eschatological group within the Hasideans”’ with 
whom the author identifies (Koenen 2004:116, quoting Plöger 1965:165). 
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in bringing about the judgments he had. In other words, there is a stark contrast between 
God and Israel. 
 
2.3.2.2.2.10 Daniel 9:14  
The end of verse 13 noted that Israel failed to ‘give attention’ (NASB) to God’s truth. 
Verse 14 begins by noting that in contrast to Israel’s failure to give attention or to regard 
God’s truth, Yahweh has made sure that the disaster that he had for a long time announced 
to them was indeed taking effect. The word used is דקשׁ, the same word that appears in 
Jeremiah 1:12 where God says that he is ‘watching over’ his word in order to perform it. 
Here it apparently means ‘to not hesitate, i.e. … be set to take action’ (Swanson 1997), in a 
deliberate contrast to Israel’s failure to pay careful attention to God’s תֶמֱא. Unlike them, 
God is always faithful to his word and character. He had promised them blessings in case 
of their obedience, as well as curses in case of their disobedience. Since they failed to 
obey, the curses were now operative. Daniel accepts God’s action in judgment as 
‘righteous’ (קיִדַּצ) ‘with respect to all His deeds which He has done’ (NASB). In other 
words, God has not acted unfairly by judging the people; they got what they deserved 
because they had been disobedient (  ַמָשׁ אלְֹווֹֹלקְבּ וּנְע ) as noted already repeatedly in the 
prayer (cf. vv. 10, 11). 
 
2.3.2.2.2.11 Daniel 9:15 
The contrastive ‘but now’ (הָתַּעְו) at the beginning of verse 15 indicates that a new section 
begins here. Daniel returns to the second person address (וּניֵהלֱֹא ָיֹנדֲא, ‘O Yahweh our God’) 
and continues to confess the sins of the people. Like Jeremiah (32:20-21; which he follows 
almost verbatim, cf. Steinmann 2008:440) Daniel refers to God’s deliverance of his people 
from Egypt (  ֲא ֶאֵמ ךְָמַּע־תֶא ָתאֵצוֹה רֶשׁהָָקזֲח ָדיְבּ ִםיַרְצִמ ץֶר ), through which he had made for 
himself ‘a name’ (NASB; םֵשׁ ךְָל־שַׂעַתַּו), i.e. a reputation as a God who is mighty to deliver 
the helpless. Instead of being thankful to God, however, the people he had delivered 
continued to ‘sin’ (וּנאָטָח, ‘we sinned’) and ‘do wickedness’ (וּנְעָשָׁר, ‘we have acted 
wickedly’), two words already used before in this prayer. Daniel’s reference to the great 
deliverance of the exodus from Egypt is then taken as a basis for his plea with Yahweh in 
the following verses. The argument is that he does not plead with God because of anything 
special done by the people, but purely because of God’s own character. The people, in fact, 
have done nothing to deserve God’s gracious dealings with them. Neither does God owe 
them deliverance (cf. Wood 1973:241). The punishment they are suffering at the present 
moment is fully deserved, and God could not be blamed if he decided to let the people 
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continue to suffer in exile (or under Antiochus Epiphanes, if this is accepted as the 
ultimate setting of the chapter). Miller (1994:248) rightly argues that Daniel was referring 
to the Exodus to remind Yahweh of his ‘role as the covenant-keeping God who delivered 
Israel from Egypt in order to fulfill his covenant promises to Abraham and to establish his 
reputation (“name”) among the nations.’  
 
2.3.2.2.3 Daniel’s Plea for Mercy (9:16-19) 
2.3.2.2.3.1 Daniel 9:16 
So Daniel dares to plead for mercy on account of all of Yahweh’s ‘righteous acts’ (lit. ‘all 
your righteousnesses’, ךֶָֹתקְדִצ־לָכְכּ) or ‘“just actions.” The point is that justice had been 
served. Israel had been punished for [her] sins, and now it would be right (“just”) for God 
to restore the nation (cf. Isa 40:2; Lev 26:41)’ (Miller 1994:248). Thus Daniel asks the 
Lord (ָיֹנדֲא) to ‘turn’ from his anger (ףאַ) and furious wrath (הָמֵח) against Jerusalem and his 
‘holy mountain.’ The two words for anger and wrath ‘are close synonyms’ and used 
together in this verse ‘for emphasis’ (Wood 1973:241).  
Daniel also uses the argument that ultimately Jerusalem and the temple had not 
been chosen by human beings, but by Yahweh himself as his dwelling place. The phrasing 
is reminiscent of Solomon’s prayer of dedication at the completion of the Temple and 
Yahweh’s answer to this prayer, and implicitly also to the Davidic covenant (cf. 1 Ki 9:3-
9; 2 Chr 7:12-22).96  
Daniel is fully aware of the implications of these ancient threats. In the remainder 
of the verse he admits that Jerusalem and her inhabitants have become ‘a reproach’ 
(NASB) or an ‘object of scorn’ (NIV; הָפְּרֶח)97 to ‘all those surrounding’ them because of 
the sins and iniquities of the nation (וּניֵֹתבֲא, lit. ‘our fathers,’ i.e. all the predecessors of the 
present Israelites, not just clan leaders; cf. Lucas 2002:240). In the eyes of the Babylonian 
conquerors the exile of Israel and the destruction of their capital city and main temple 
showed that Yahweh had been too weak to protect his people and sanctuary, or was too 
capricious to care, but Daniel acknowledges that both exile and destruction were the result 
of Israel’s unfaithfulness towards God (cf. Wood 1973:241; Miller 1994:249).  
                                                 
96 It is obvious from these scriptures that Yahweh had not dedicated himself to the temple unconditionally. In fact, his 
answer to Solomon’s prayer makes it clear that though he had chosen the city and temple for his name, he threatened 
to hand both over to their enemies if Israel ever turned away from worshipping him alone. In other words, this kind 
of defection would be treated as treason, and the punishment was framed in terms similar to those of the covenant 
curses in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28, though of course adapted to the particular situation of the city and 
temple. 
97 McComiskey (1999:325) suggests that the connotation of this word always is ‘casting blame or scorn on someone.’ 
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2.3.2.2.3.2 Daniel 9:17 
Yet because of Yahweh’s character, Daniel dares to put across his supplications on behalf 
of his people. He continues with the second person address to ‘our God’ (וּניֵהלֱֹא). Despite 
the seriousness of their crimes and the harshness of the punishment, Israel is still 
Yahweh’s own people. They are being chastised, but he has never abandoned them 
completely. Furthermore, Daniel prays and puts forward his supplications98 not because of 
any merits of his own or because of anything his people have done, but because of God’s 
character: ‘for your sake, o Lord’ (ָיֹנדֲא ןַעַמְל, lit. ‘for the sake of the/my Lord’). In fact, he 
asks in terms reminiscent of the Aaronic blessing (cf. Selman 1997:324; Steinmann 
2008:441) that Yahweh would again ‘let his face shine upon’ (ךֶָינָפּ רֵאָהְו; Hiph impt) his 
desolate99 sanctuary (םֵמָשַּׁה ךְָשָׁדּ ְקִמ־לַע). Lucas (2002:240) argues that ‘one basis of the plea 
for mercy is the fact that Yahweh’s reputation is bound up with the city and sanctuary 
since they bear his name,’ and that this is why ‘the exiles in Babylon were still deeply 
concerned about the state of affairs in Jerusalem,’ as is evidenced also by such scriptures 
as Psalm 137 and Nehemiah 1. He continues to observe that the focus on Jerusalem and the 
temple in this section is sometimes seen as proof that this prayer ‘must have been 
composed in Judea’ or refer to the situation under Antiochus Epiphanes (Lucas 2002:240; 
cf. Anderson 1984:109). However, he contends, rightly in my opinion, that this need not 
necessarily be so, since ‘there is a theological reason for this prominence.’  
 
2.3.2.2.3.3 Daniel 9:18 
The second-person plea to Yahweh continues in this verse. Daniel asks Yahweh to 
‘incline’ his ear (Hiph impt ms הָָטנ) and to ‘hear’ as well as ‘open’ his ‘eyes and see’ all 
their ‘desolations (וּניֵֹתמְֹמשׁ).’ The phraseology is almost exactly the same as that in 2 Kings 
19:16 (cf. Is 37:17; הֵאְרוּ ֶךָניֵע הָוְהי חַקְפּ עָמְשׁוּ ְךְָנזאָ הָוְהי הֵטַּה; cf. Steinmann 2008:441) where 
Hezekiah prays on the occasion of the Assyrian siege against Jerusalem. In that case, 
Hezekiah received a favourable answer from the Lord regarding the deliverance of the 
                                                 
98 The words for ‘prayer’ and ‘supplications’ are the same as those in verse 3.  
99 The adjective ‘desolate’ in the expression ‘your desolate sanctuary’ (םֵמָשַּׁה ךְָשָׁדְּקִמ) only occurs twice in the HB, here 
and in Jeremiah 12:11. However, the root םמשׁ occurs quite frequently. It has the connotation of ‘the desolation 
caused by some great disaster, usually as a result of divine judgment’ (Austel 1999:936).  Lucas (2002:240) rightly 
argues that the use of the word in the present verse ‘may be derived from the fact that the same root is used several 
times for the “desolation” of the land in the covenant curses in Lev. 26.’ Therefore, apart from supplying a link with 
the next verse (18) and verse 27 later on in this chapter, this is another covenant connection, though a negative one.  
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city. Perhaps Daniel, hoping for a similar answer, uses a similar prayer. The language is 
that of an urgent plea.100  
On the basis of the fact that Jerusalem is Yahweh’s city and the people his own, 
Daniel asks that Yahweh listen to his supplications and open his eyes to ‘our desolations 
(  ֵֹתמְֹמשׁוּני ) and the city that is called by your name.’ The present verse is perhaps 
reminiscent of Jeremiah 25:29, which states that Yahweh would destroy the city that is 
called by his name. ‘Being called by Yahweh’s name’ means a special relationship 
between God and the person or entity so labelled. Daniel, having meditated on the writings 
of Jeremiah in particular, reminds the Lord that Jerusalem is in a very special sense his 
own city and asks therefore that Yahweh would have mercy towards it and the temple as 
well as the people in it (Dn 9:19). Miller (1994:249) suggests that the expression ‘our 
desolations’ (וּניֵֹתמְֹמשׁ) indicates ‘that more than the devastation of Jerusalem was meant. 
All the calamities that had come upon the nation and its people were involved.’ Others 
(e.g. Anderson 1984:109; Seow 2003:145101) see here a reference to the situation under 
Antiochus Epiphanes. Lacocque (1979:186) believes that the original reference was indeed 
to the destruction of the temple and city by Nebuchadnezzar, but that the second-century 
author of the book saw in it ‘the profanation of the Temple by Antiochus.’ He further 
observes that the ‘theme of devastation recurs five times in this chapter (see vv. 18, 26, 
27)’ and that there ‘is a crescendo in the movement up to v. 27 where the apex is attained 
with the mention of םמסמ םיצוקש.’ In Lacocque’s opinion, this element was added to the 
prayer by the second century author.  
Whichever actual historical situation is in view, the argument in either case is 
that Israel has no righteousness of her own and that her plea to Yahweh is based purely on 
his mercy. Daniel bases his prayer not on the basis of any merits (lit. righteousnesses; 
וּניֵֹתקְדִצ) of the people or himself, which do not exist before Yahweh, but on Yahweh’s 
‘great compassion’ (םיִבַּרָה ךָיֶמֲחַר).102 The expression ‘present our supplication’ is 
interesting: it is literally ‘we let our supplications fall before you’ ( וּנֵינוּנֲחַתּ םיִליִפַּמ וּנְַחנֲא
                                                 
100 The pointing of ‘Please, open your eyes and see’ (ךֶָיניֵע החַקְפּ) is problematic: Ketiv and 4Q116 (4QDne) col. 2, frags. 
3, col. ii:8 read הָחְקִפּ (i.e. Qal impt 2ms + paragogic [emphatic] ה); Qere reads חַקְפּ (simple Qal impt 2ms); the force 
is similar, though perhaps not as urgent as  ְפּ ַקהָח . Ketiv is perhaps to be preferred. 
101 Seow (2003:145) notes that the ‘reference to the temple in verse 17 as “your desolated sanctuary” is perhaps a 
deliberate allusion to Antiochus’ rededication of the Jerusalem temple to Zeus Olympius, who was known as Baal 
Shamem (see 2 Macc. 6:2). The holy sanctuary has become desolated, šāmēm, indeed, replaced by one named ba‘l 
šāmēm!’ 
102 Lacocque (1979:186) notes that this expression ‘appears frequently in liturgical passages’ (he lists as examples 
among others 2 Sm 24:14; Ps 119:156), observes that the term םחר ‘expresses a father’s recognition of a newly born 




ךֶָינָפְל), perhaps indicating Daniel’s physical posture of humble prostration as he prays (cf. 
Goldingay 1991:252; Steinmann 2008:441).103 
 
2.3.2.2.3.4 Daniel 9:19 
Daniel 9:19 concludes the prayer with ‘a passionate crescendo’ (Miller 1994:249). All the 
imperatives have emphatic endings. Daniel repeats the address ‘o Lord’ (ָיֹנדֲא) three times 
to make his prayer more poignant. Walvoord (1971:212) notes that Daniel no longer uses 
the covenant name Yahweh in verses 15-19, but only the word ָיֹנדֲא. He suggests that the 
significance of this fact may be that ‘Daniel is recognizing God’s absolute sovereignty 
over him as Lord.’ Having presented all his arguments why God should listen to his 
prayer, he now pleads with him to ‘listen’ (הָעָמְשׁ) and to ‘forgive’ (הָחָלְס). As noted above, 
חַלָס is only used with God as the subject in the OT, expressing ‘God’s offer of pardon and 
forgiveness to the sinner’ (Kaiser 1999:626). Here it is the whole nation that has sinned 
and that therefore needs God’s forgiveness. Furthermore, Daniel asks not just for 
forgiveness, but also for speedy action on behalf of his people. God is called to ‘pay close 
attention to’ (בַשָׁק) Daniel’s prayer and ‘to act’ (הָשָׂע) speedily, i.e. without delay (רַחאְַתּ־לאַ), 
because God’s ‘own reputation was at stake’ (Miller 1994:249). As far as Daniel was 
concerned, his study of Jeremiah in particular indicated that the end of the exile was 
imminent, and through his prayer he intended to bring about the action of Yahweh on 
behalf of his people through his humble repentance. One last time he gives as the reason 
for his plea the fact that both city and people are ‘called by your name’, i.e. have a special 
relationship to Yahweh, despite their past failures.  
Of course, if the time of Antiochus Epiphanes is assumed, then Daniel’s prayer 
was not for the end of the exile, but for the end of the desecration of the sanctuary and the 
persecution of God’s people during that time. Seow (2003:145), who takes this view, notes 
that the ‘appeal to God is not … on the basis of the wickedness of the foreign aggressor 
…’ nor Israel’s own righteousness – in fact, it ‘acknowledges the sins of the people past 
and present’ – but ‘on the assumption of divine righteousness, mercy, and will to forgive 
… The basis for hope … lies not in anything that mortals do but on the will of God to save, 
regardless of what human beings may have done.’  
 
                                                 
103 Steinmann (2008:442) notes that apart from Daniel 9:19-20, ‘idioms with Qal and Hiphil forms of the verb לַָפנ, 
“fall,” and the noun ָהנִּחְתּ, “prayer for grace,” occur only in Jeremiah …, once again demonstrating Daniel’s 
thorough knowledge of that book.’ 
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2.3.2.2.4 Summary Remarks on תיִרְבּ in Daniel’s Prayer (9:1-19) 
Daniel’s prayer, unlike the remainder of the Hebrew section of the book, is written in good 
classical Hebrew. The language is similar to that of other penitential prayers (e.g. in Ezra 
and Nehemiah) and to that of the Deuteronomist (notably Solomon’s prayer at the 
dedication of the temple), though Goldingay (1991:234) is probably right in noting that 
despite some verbal similarities, the author of this prayer was hardly writing with those 
texts before him, but merely used common means of expression (cf. Wallace 1979:154). In 
my opinion the prayer is an integral part of the chapter, and the book as a whole, rather 
than a later interpolation by a second century BCE author. It states explicitly that the 
captivity and exile were the result of Israel’s sin, not the failure of Yahweh or the mere 
whims of a Babylonian king. It is my conviction that the prayer deliberately tempers the 
determinism of the visions: in view of its placement at the centre of the visions, it seems 
that the prayer shows that their fulfilment will not just be the result of mere determinism, 
but there will be a role for God’s faithfulness and human action as well. In chapter 11 
those ‘having insight’ are not passive observers, but active participants in the predicted 
events as those who teach others also, and prayer, including penitentiary and supplicatory 
prayer, is one of the actions that would fit the context there.  
There is far more explicit covenant language in this chapter (and this part of the 
chapter) than elsewhere in the book. One may observe with Goldingay (1991:234) that ‘the 
prayer is an acknowledgement of the covenant God (vv. 4, 7a, 14b, 15a), of the breaking of 
the covenant through Israel’s failure to keep covenantal commitment (vv. 5-6, 7b, 8, 9b-
11, 15b), and of the appropriateness of God’s treatment of Israel in the framework of the 
covenant (vv. 11b-14).’ Furthermore, the prayer appeals to God’s grace which is based on 
his covenant commitment, and also points ‘implicitly to the possibility of forgiveness and 
restoration announced in the covenant for people who repent of their covenantal failure’ 
(Goldingay 1991:234).  
The present chapter is one of the few instances in Daniel where the word 
covenant (תיִרְבּ) occurs explicitly, namely in a title for Yahweh who is addressed as ‘keeper 
of the covenant and the lovingkindness’ (דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ), and in Daniel 9:27 in the rather 
enigmatic statement that ‘he (whoever ‘he’ is) will תיִרְבּ ריִבְּגִה with the many.’ The 
covenant referred to in Daniel 9:4 is most likely the Sinai covenant, though this does not 
mean that especially the Abrahamic covenant and perhaps even the Davidic covenant are 
not also included. A number of word studies have explored in more detail other covenant-
related terms and implicit references to the covenant such as בַהאָ and דֶסֶח. Further covenant 
related themes such as the significance of Moses, the role of the prophets as covenant 
enforcers, the references to the written laws and covenant curses, as well as the references 
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to and actual use of God’s covenant name, Yahweh, and the shame and reproach Israel 
faced because of her covenant breaches have also been mentioned (cf. Goldingay 
1991:234).  
 
2.3.3 The Answer to the Prayer (9:20-27) 
Daniel’s prayer is completed in verse 19. Whether or not he did expect an answer is a moot 
question, but he did nonetheless get one, which is recorded in verses 20-27.104 Daniel 9:20-
27, especially verses 24-27, contain ‘one of the most enigmatic passages from the HB’ 
(van der Kooij 1993:496). The amount of literature dealing with this text is enormous, and 
it is impossible to include all the contributions that have been made over the centuries, or 
even over the last few decades. The following exposition is an attempt to interpret these 
verses afresh, including as much of recent literature of which I am aware and is available 
and accessible to me, and with particular reference to covenant and related themes, as this 
is one of the few parts of Daniel where that word appears explicitly. An attempt will also 
be made to relate these verses to the prayer at the beginning of the chapter, since they 
present the response to this prayer, but also to the wider context of the visions of Daniel 7-
12 and ultimately to the book as a whole.  
 
2.3.3.1 The Angel Gabriel Arrives (9:20) 
Daniel 9:20 introduces the answer to Daniel’s prayer by noting, in the same terms that 
have occurred earlier on in the chapter, that while he was still in the business of confessing 
his own and his people’s sins and praying ‘on behalf of the holy mountain of my God’, the 
answer to the prayer came in the form of the ‘man’ Gabriel, whom he had already seen in a 
previous vision (chapter 8).  
The verbs used are participles: Daniel was still (דוֹע) ‘speaking’ (Pi pt; רֵבַּדְמ), 
‘praying’ (Hitp pt; לֵלַּפְּתִמ), and ‘confessing’ (Hitp pt: הֶדַּוְתִמ) his own sins (יִתאָטַּח) as well as 
those of his ‘people Israel’ (לֵאָרְִשׂי יִמַּע תאַטַּח); furthermore, he was still ‘presenting’ (lit. 
‘letting fall’, ליִפַּמ, Hiph pt; cf. v. 19) his supplications before ‘Yahweh’ his ‘God’ ( הָוְהי ֵינְפִל
יַהלֱֹא) in prayer (  ְתַּבּ ָלִּפה ; lit. in the prayer). The idea is that Daniel was, for quite some time, 
continuously praying and interceding in a humble attitude before God. He is praying for 
the ‘holy mountain of my God’ (יָהלֱֹא שֶֹׁדק־רַה), i.e. the Temple and its precincts. Though he 
                                                 
104 Kline (1974:458) believes that the response recorded in these verses corresponds ‘to the promise of covenant 
remembrance and renewal’ as indicated in Leviticus 26:42-45, since prayers of repentance are usually followed by 
covenant renewal. This may be so but there are exceptions (cf. Neh 1) and the text of Daniel 9:20-27 is rather too 
vague to make such a definite statement. 
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does not say so in as many words, Daniel is praying for the restoration not only of the city 
of Jerusalem and the return of the exiles to their own land, but for the restoration of the 
Temple and with it the worship system of the Jews. The reference originally was probably 
to the destruction under Nebuchadnezzar in 587/6 BCE, though of course the Jews under 
Antiochus Epiphanes would have found this prayer just as appropriate in their situation.105  
Noteworthy is also the repetition of the first person pronominal suffix: Daniel 
was confessing ‘my sin’, and that of ‘my people Israel,’ presenting ‘my supplication’ before 
‘my God’ on behalf of the ‘holy mountain of my God.’ Collins (1993:351) rightly notes 
that this shows that Daniel ‘underlines his role as representative of the people, despite their 
sins.’ Despite the repeated occurrence of the first person pronoun or pronominal suffix, 
Daniel is not self-centred in his prayer, but has God’s interest and that of his people at 
heart. He prays, as noted, for the restoration of the holy city and the temple, precisely 
because it is the city and temple of God, not his own, or merely that of his people.  
The expression ףָעיִבּ ףָעֻמ is difficult. Grammatically, the expression is a Hophal 
ms absolute participle of  ףעי (‘swift flight’ or ‘deeply weary’, HALOT, BDB, according to 
the parsing guide of Logos Bible software) plus a masculine singular absolute noun (ףְָעי; 
‘flight [trad. Fatigue]’, HALOT) with prefixed preposition ב. Whether the expression 
should be translated ‘swift flight’ (e.g. KJV; ESV; RSV; NRSV; TNEV; these translations 
derive the words from the root ףוע, ‘to fly’) or ‘extreme weariness’ (NASB; NET; i.e. 
taking the root to be ףְָעי) is a debated question. The arguments for both options are 
compelling106 but too involved for the purpose of the present work. I believe that the 
NASB and NET translators have made a choice that seems to account better for the 
evidence of the Hebrew text than, for example, KJV. It does take the text seriously, and it 
does not needlessly amend it or assume a scribal error (which is, of course, possible). Thus 
I prefer the translation ‘in extreme weariness’ and that the phrase refers to Daniel, but one 
cannot be dogmatic either way.  
The expression שֶֹׁדק־רַה here refers to the Jerusalem Temple and its surroundings, 
but Daniel equates the phrase in 9:16 with the whole city of Jerusalem.107 The word שֶֹׁדק 
‘connotes the concept of “holiness,” i.e. the essential nature of that which belongs to the 
sphere of the sacred’ and which is thus ‘distinct from the common or profane’ 
(McComiskey 1999:786). In terms of things belonging to God, such as in this case, i.e. the 
                                                 
105 Pace (2008:296) in fact notes that ‘Daniel’s prayer … truly becomes the prayer for the community of the author’s 
day who sees a defiled temple that, in essence, belongs to the new Nebuchadnezzar – Antiochus.’ 
106 Cf. e.g. Collins 1993:351-52; Porteous 1965:139; Walvoord 1971:215; Goldingay 1991:225, 228; Keil & Delitzsch 
1996:715. 
107 Psalm 48:2 [Eng. v. 1] also seems to equate the two, though there the name of the city is not mentioned, but it is 
merely stated that God is greatly to be praised ‘in the city of our God, his holy mountain.’ 
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‘holy mountain,’ the idea is that no ‘cultic pollution’ is present, ‘which is symbolic of 
moral pollution’ (McComiskey 1999:787; cf. also Naudé 1997:879-881). Holy things may 
not be used for common or profane purposes (McComiskey 1999:787). ‘The maintenance 
of the integrity of the “holy” was a function of the Israelite cultus,’ and furthermore, the 
cultus ‘effected the holiness of those who participated in it’ (McComiskey 1999:787). This 
is the essence of redemption ‘for, by definition, holiness is separate from all that is sinful 
and profane,’ (McComiskey 1999:787) and of course, only those who were themselves 
holy could remain in God’s presence (cf. Ps 15:1, which incidentally also mentions the 
‘holy mountain:’ ךֶָשְׁדָק רַה). When the Babylonians destroyed the temple, this function 
could no longer be upheld, and the same of course applied when Antiochus desecrated the 
temple through his pagan rituals. In both cases, the ‘holy mountain’ had become the exact 
opposite, םֵמוֹשְׁמ. Like the people of Israel, it was in need of redemption in order to function 
again as it was supposed to. This is what Daniel was praying for.  
The ‘angel’ (here simply labelled ‘man’ שׁיִא) Gabriel is mentioned by name only 
here and in Daniel 8:16.108 Apart from Michael (Dn 10:13, 26) he is the only angel to be 
given a name in the Bible. Collins (1993:351) plausibly suggests that Gabriel could be 
‘“one of the [anonymous] attendants” in 7:16, who also has the function of interpreter.’  
Gabriel came to (or ‘reached,’ or ‘touched;’ 109 ֵַעֹגנ) Daniel ‘about the time of the 
evening offering’ (NASB), i.e. about mid-afternoon (Baldwin 1978:167; Young 1949:190 
gives 3-4 p.m. as a time indication),110 at the time when the evening sacrifices used to be 
offered (whether or not they had been reinstituted by this time is debatable; cf. Baldwin 
1978:167), ‘at one of the stated times of prayer’ (Porteous 1965:139). Collins (1993:352) 
remarks that this note shows a ‘preoccupation with the disrupted cult’ which is ‘continuous 
with Daniel 8.’ Lacocque (1979:189), who argues for a second century dating, takes the 
reference to the הְָחנִמ, and the phrase יָהלֱֹא שֶֹׁדק־רַה לַע together. In his opinion Daniel was 
‘upon’ (the literal meaning of לַע) the Temple mountain as he was praying, at the very time 
when the evening offering was being sacrificed. This literal interpretation of the 
preposition is, in my opinion, not very likely, even in a second century setting. If proper 
Jewish worship was proscribed, it is unlikely that Daniel (or the writer of the chapter 
                                                 
108 And in the New Testament in Luke 1:19 and 26 where he appears to Zechariah and Mary respectively to announce 
the births of John the Baptist and Jesus. Baldwin (1978:167) suggests that the mention of Gabriel in both Daniel 
8:16 and 9:21 implies unity of authorship for these two chapters, and by implication also with chapter 7. 
109 The Hebrew word can mean ‘touched’, which is how it is translated by Theodotion and the Vulgate (cf. Collins 
1993:345, n. 38). Steinmann (2008:444) observes that the Qal stem normally means ‘touch,’ (and this is used here), 
whereas the Hiphil stem means ‘approach, come to’ (it is used in Dn 8:7; 12:12), but comparison with HALOT 
shows that both translations appear under both stems.  
110 Pace (2008:297) explains that this time reference ‘suggests that just as God accepted the sacrifice of the Israelites 
when the temple was still standing, so too would Daniel’s prayer be accepted. For the readers of Antiochus’ day, the 




posing as Daniel) would have literally gone there and received a revelation there in the 
midst of enemy occupied territory, and probably at a time when pagan sacrifices would 
have been offered. In the case of a sixth/fifth century setting it would in any case be 
impossible since Daniel was probably in Babylon when he prayed and subsequently 
received the answer to his prayer. Lacocque (1979:189-90) is more correct in his assertion 
that it is   
a … telescoping of two realities which the Author unites here: the Temple is heavenly and 
earthly, transcending space as the cultus transcends time. Finding himself in Babylon during 
the reign of Darius, Daniel turns toward Jerusalem … at the moment of the evening offering, 
and, in effect, he is in the Temple, offering the minḥah. The message to the reader in the 
second century is clear: Antiochus’ interdiction against offering the sacrifice … and his 
profaning the Temple are insupportable and God is going to end this blasphemy; but, in truth, 
nothing and no one may act in any way against the Temple and its divine office. 
 
2.3.3.2 Gabriel Speaks to Daniel – Words of Assurance (9:21-22) 
The purpose of the angelic visit is to ‘give understanding’ (ןיִבּ) or ‘instruction’ (NASB) or 
‘insight’ (with the basic underlying idea of ‘discernment; Goldberg 1999:103) by talking 
to Daniel. As noted above in the discussion of לכשׁ, ‘understanding’ or ‘insight’ is a very 
important concept in Daniel. The verb ןיִבּ is often used in wisdom contexts, though that 
does not mean that it always must be a wisdom word111 (cf. Ringgren 1977:100). It is, 
however, significant that the verb occurs twenty-two times in the six Hebrew chapters of 
Daniel.112 Ringgren (1977:100) suggests that in the Qal the main meaning of the verb is ‘to 
give heed to, to perceive’ (cf. Dn 9:2), and it apparently appears in contexts with ‘an 
ideological-theological emphasis.’ The verb is often ‘used to convey the idea of giving 
attention to God’s deeds’, and includes both the gathering of facts and the knowledge of 
how to use them (Ringgren 1977:100). Indeed, for those who are faithful to God and his 
covenant such ‘insight’ or ‘knowledge’ is an essential requirement.113 In contrast to עַָדי, 
which ‘generally describes the process whereby one gains knowledge through experience 
with objects and circumstances, bı̂n is a power of judgment and perceptive insight and is 
                                                 
111 Incidentally, the first two occurrences of the word are in the Joseph narrative in Genesis 41 where Joseph interprets 
Pharaoh’s dreams. This section of Genesis is often considered to have strong wisdom influence, a position 
advocated for example by von Rad (1966:300) who concludes that ‘the Joseph narrative is a didactic wisdom story 
which leans heavily upon influences emanating from Egypt,’ though this view has not gone unchallenged. Fox 
(2001:40) for example opines that ‘There is indeed wisdom in the Joseph story, but it is not the wisdom of Wisdom 
literature. The concept of wisdom in the Joseph story is affiliated with the pietistic and inspired wisdom of Daniel 
rather than with the ethical and practical wisdom of Wisdom literature.’  
112 Only Proverbs (34x), Psalms (26x) and Job (26x; i.e. 79x in these three books) use it more often, and these are all 
much longer books. The related verb לַכָשׁ, usually translated ‘understanding’ or ‘wise,’ appears 63 times in the MT, 
with most occurrences in Proverbs (13x), Psalms (12x) and Daniel (9x).  
113 Cf. Deuteronomy 4:6; 32:29; Psalm 119:27, 34 etc.; Isaiah 1:3; 43:10; Jeremiah 4:22 etc. The theme of 
‘understanding’ and ‘knowing’ is frequently taken up in the NT where believers are called upon to ‘know’ Christ, or 
some aspect of Christ’s or Paul’s teaching (e.g. Lk 24:45; Jn 10:38; 1 Cor 12:1-3; Eph 3:19). Of course, the concept 
is also important in the DSS where it is used to express the sectarians’ correct understanding of and insight into the 
word and will of God, e.g. CD 2:14; 6:2 (where both ןיב and תירב appear); 1QS 4:22; 1QHa 4:21-22 etc. (see below). 
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demonstrated in the use of knowledge’ (Ringgren 1977:100).114 Goldberg (1999:104) 
observes that though ‘understanding is a gift of God, it does not come automatically.’ 
Persistent diligence is required to gain it (Goldberg 1999:104). ‘It is more than IQ; it 
connotes character. One is at fault if he doesn’t have it and in fact, not to pursue it will 
incur God’s punishment’ (Goldberg 1999:104; cf. Is 1:3; Jr 4:22; 9:12-13 etc.). The noun 
form refers to understanding in general, but also to the ‘faculty of understanding’ and the 
‘object of knowledge’ (Goldberg 1999:104). In the book of Proverbs in particular, wisdom 
and understanding are often used synonymously.  
In Daniel 9 the verb occurs three times, first in verse 2 where Daniel says that he 
‘understood’ or ‘observed’ (NASB) from the book of Jeremiah that the number of years 
for Israel’s exile would be seventy years. In the present verse, as well as in Daniel 9:23, 
the word is used by Gabriel to tell Daniel that he had come to give him ‘understanding’ of 
the things he had prayed for. Lucas (2002:241) insightfully remarks that ‘[w]ithin the 
implied sixth-century setting of ch. 9, the point was not that Daniel did not understand the 
meaning of Jeremiah’s prophecy, but that it had a reference beyond its most obvious 
reference to the ending of the Babylonian exile. It is this future reference that Gabriel 
comes to reveal to Daniel’ (cf. Goldingay 1991:256). Goldingay (1991:256) adds: 
‘Theologically … the significance of this passage cannot be discerned by ordinary human 
study; it can only be received by revelation – like the original prophecy, or like visions 
such as those received elsewhere by Daniel. In order to understand the prophecies [Daniel] 
needs the same divine inspiration that the prophet [Jeremiah] himself had received.’ This is 
what Gabriel proceeds to provide, and this ties in with Ringgren’s remark that in Daniel 
the root is ‘used remarkably often … [to refer] to apocalyptic understanding’ (Ringgren 
1977:107).  
In verse 23 Gabriel states that Daniel had hardly started to pray (ךֶָינוּנֲחַתּ תַלִּחְתִבּ ‘at 
the beginning of your supplications’) when ‘word went out’ (רָבָד אָָצי; my translation; 
NASB more idiomatically: ‘the command was issued’), presumably from God. The 
Hebrew expression is not definite, so it is not quite clear what command is referred to, 
whether the command to Gabriel to go to Daniel, or the specific message that Gabriel went 
on to give Daniel in the next few verses, but most likely the latter (cf. e.g. Montgomery 
                                                 
114 Fretheim (1997:652) notes that  ןיִבּ seems to be less relational than עַָדי, though the two words can be synonymous. 
Moreover, ןיִבּ ‘is used more to refer to the insight that comes from knowing,’ as well as to express perception 
‘through the senses.’ From there, the root comes ‘to refer to the insight and understanding that is achieved through 
such observation’ (Fretheim 1997:652). 
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1927:371). The reason for the angelic visitation is that Daniel is ‘highly esteemed’ ( תוֹדוּמֲח
הָתָּא).115  
Because of God’s high estimation of Daniel, Daniel is given the special 
revelation that follows in verses 24-27, but this will not happen without some effort on 
Daniel’s part. Two imperatives of the verb ןיִב follow, one Qal and one Hiphil: Daniel has 
to ‘give heed to the message (רָבָדַּבּ ןיִב; Qal impt 2ms) and gain understanding (ןֵבָה; Hiph 
impt 2ms) of the vision (הֶאְרַמַּבּ).’ If there is any difference in the nuance of meaning, in the 
Qal there seems to be included the idea of ‘paying attention’, i.e. human effort, whereas in 
the Hiphil the emphasis seems to be more on the actual understanding or comprehension of 
the matter taught (cf. the definitions in HALOT).116  
The reference to the revelation as ‘vision’ (הֶאְרַמ) is strange, since at first sight 
there is no visionary experience reported. Montgomery (1927:371-372) suggests that both 
ןוֹזָח and הֶאְרַמ can be used for ocular as well as auditory revelations,117 whereas Keil and 
Delitzsch (1996:715) propose that הֶאְרַמ refers to the vision of the interpreting angel, 
Gabriel, i.e. the form of the communication. 
 
2.3.3.3 Explanation of Things to Come (9:24-27) 
The last four verses of Daniel 9 give the enigmatic prophecy of the ‘seventy sevens’ that 
has baffled Bible students for centuries. It is notable that verse 24 is introduced with the 
instruction in verse 23 to ‘give heed to the message and understanding,’ and that a similar 
instruction is repeated at the beginning of verse 25, but not before or in verses 26 and 27: 
‘So you are to know and discern…’ (ל ֵ֜כְּשַׂתְו ע ַ֨דֵתְו). It appears, therefore, that verse 24 is a 
summary of the ‘seventy sevens’ and verses 25-27 give more details concerning them (cf. 
among others Lacocque 1979:194; Longman 1999:227; Steinmann 2008:468). 
 
                                                 
115 The expression describes God’s estimation of Daniel (though God is not explicitly mentioned), and together with 
Daniel 10:11 and 19, is the only place where the word is used for a human being. Elsewhere in Daniel, the word 
refers to things: ‘tasty (תוֹדוּמֲח) food’ (or bread; Dn 10:3); ‘treasures’ (NASB; i.e. ‘desirable things’; Dn 11:38, 43). 
In each case, whether things or Daniel are meant, the reference is to something highly treasured or very valuable. 
Montgomery (1927:371) notes that a similar root is used in lovers’ language in Song of Songs 5:16. 
116 Goldingay (1991:228, n. 23d-d) suggests that the phrase הֶאְרַמַּבּ ןֵבָהְו רָבָדַּבּ ןיִבוּ is ‘a double hendiadys’ and translates 
‘give careful heed to the revelatory word.’ He also argues that, as Jeremiah’s book continued to be studied in the 
second century BCE, that historical situation posed ‘questions about the meaning of Scripture, to which [the present] 
revelation provides the answer’ (Goldingay 1991:256). 
117 Cf. also Baldwin (1978:168) who suggests that the word simply means ‘revelation,’ and Miller (1994:252) who 
argues that a general prophetic revelation is in view. 
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2.3.3.3.1 Daniel 9:24 
With verse 24 the revelation proper starts. It moves straight into an interpretation of the 
expression ‘seventy years’ (more literally ‘seventy sevens’) and explains that Daniel must 
look further than the seventy more or less literal years (of exile) Jeremiah had been 
speaking about. During the ‘seventy sevens’ (  ִעֻבָשׁםי ) six things will be accomplished: ‘to 
finish the transgression (עַשׁ ֶ֜פַּה א ֵ֨לַּכְל), to make an end of sin ( ֮תו֯אָטַּח ם ֵ֤ת ָ֯חְלוּ), to make 
atonement for iniquity (ן֔וָֹע ר ֵ֣פַּכְלוּ), to bring in everlasting righteousness (םי ִ֑מָל ֹֽ ע קֶד ֶ֣צ אי ִ֖בָהְלוּ), 
to seal up vision and prophecy (אי ִָ֔בנְו ןו ֹ֣ זָח ֹ֙םתְּחַלְו) and to anoint the most holy place ( ַח ֹ֖ שְׁמִלְו
םי ִֽשָׁד ָֽק שֶׁד ֹ֥ ק)’ (NASB). These six things have been grouped by scholars either into three 
pairs118 or two groups of three. The latter seems to make more sense, since the first three 
items all have to do with dealing with sin in one way or another, and each consists of two 
terms in Hebrew, whereas the last three items in the list consist of three terms each and 
seem to point to the result of dealing with sin. Moreover, it appears that each of the three 
items in the first list is matched by the corresponding item in the second list of three (cf. 
the arrangement in the BHS). In other words, ‘to finish transgression’ appears to be 
paralleled by ‘to bring in everlasting righteousness;’ ‘to make an end of sin’ by ‘to seal up 
vision and prophecy’ (here even the verb is the same if the alternative reading is accepted); 
and ‘to make atonement’ by ‘to anoint the most holy.’ 
Gabriel starts by telling Daniel that ‘seventy sevens have been decreed for your 
people and for your holy city’ (ךָ ֶ֗שְׁדָק רי ִ֣ע־לַעְו ׀֣ךְָמַּע־ֽלַע ךְ ַ֥תְֶּחנ םי ִ֨עֻבָשׁ; my translation, but cf. 
NASB). Jeremiah only speaks about ‘seventy years’ (  ָנָשׁ םיִעְבִשׁה ; Jr 25:12; 29:10), and the 
word ‘seventy’ there seems to indicate seventy years’ duration for the Babylonian rule 
(29:10) or the exile (25:10-12), with the proviso that ‘seventy’ in that context is most 
likely not to be taken literally. The multiplication of the ‘seventy’ in Daniel 9:24 is 
reminiscent of such texts as Genesis 4:24 or Leviticus 26:18, 21, 24, 28.119 When counting 
the punishments listed after such a number it is clear that the sevenfold120 punishment is 
                                                 
118 Gowan (2001:134) for example prefers to group the six items in the present verse into three pairs rather than two 
triplets, arguing that the first two are ‘looking ahead to the “end” of the tyrant promised in verse 27; the next two 
promising the forgiveness Daniel had requested in his prayer; and the last two looking beyond what is said in verses 
25-27, to the fulfillment of the decreed end.’ 
119 ‘If Cain is avenged sevenfold, then Lamech seventy-sevenfold’ (Gn 4:24; NASB); ‘If also after these things you do 
not obey Me, then I will punish you seven times more for your sins’ (Lv 26:18; NASB). Cf. McComiskey 
(1985:38), who notes that the idea here is ‘of commensurate punishment’, as also in Psalm 79:12. 
120 Kapelrud (1968:494-495) states that in the ANE seven is a ‘holy number’ or ‘simply a round number,’ but it may 
also indicate completeness or totality (Kapelrud 1968:495; cf. McComiskey 1985:39), ‘fulfilment’ or ‘finishing’ 
(Kapelrud 1968:499), ‘a long, hard and exacting time’ (Kapelrud 1968:496), or ‘fate’ (Kapelrud 1968:497, referring 
to Gn 41). It was used to refer to ‘an indefinite number,’ or ‘intensity, quality, not necessarily quantity,’ and even to 
indicate ‘maximum’ (Kapelrud 1968:499). Though his remarks concern Ugaritic texts, they are valid for biblical 
ones too.  
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not to be taken literally, but it is simply a literary device to convey the seriousness of the 
consequences that await Israel should she fail to keep the covenant.121  
In favour of a figurative/symbolic meaning of םיִעְבִשׁ םיִעֻבָשׁ is the fact that 
somehow it is reminiscent of Jesus’ answer to Peter’s query regarding how often he should 
forgive his brother, whether ‘seven’ times was enough. Jesus answered he was to forgive 
not seven times, but seventy times seven (Mt 18:21-22; cf. Wallace 1979:164). The point 
is that both in Matthew 18 and Daniel 9 the assumption of the questioner (Peter) or person 
praying (Daniel) is that a certain figure is enough to comply with the required standard 
(forgiving seven times; the period of exile). In both cases, the assumption is proved wrong 
by the answer given where the issue is redefined. Furthermore, it seems that in each case 
the answer is phrased in a way that indicates that a precise numerical figure was not in 
view in any case, and the enquirer is in fact discouraged from looking for such an accurate 
number or, in Daniel’s case, date.122 Perhaps in Daniel 9:24 this is already indicated by the 
fact that the word םיִעֻבָשׁ appears with an unusual masculine plural ending123 instead of the 
more familiar feminine plural ending. In fact, this particular form of the word only occurs 
in Daniel 9:24-25 and in 10:3-4 (translated ‘weeks’). It almost appears as if Daniel (or the 
author of these two chapters) has coined this term and used it for his own purposes.124  
It is also noteworthy that the seventy sevens are subdivided into three parts: 
seven sevens, sixty-two sevens, and one seven, each of which ‘ends with the mention of an 
event concerning a “messiah”’ (Lacocque 1979:194). This is reminiscent of the division of 
                                                 
121 Cf. Daniel 3:19 (McComiskey 1985:38). McComiskey (1985:39-40) points out that ‘[i]n Babylonian astrological 
and omen texts’ the number seven indicates that ‘[t]he action progresses until it culminates in the event of greatest 
importance in the seventh period.’ In schematized dynastic sequences the number seven is often used as a literary 
device, not a precise figure (McComiskey 1985:40). 
122 Cf. Stahl (1993:482) who observes that this ‘Aussage gerade durch “geheimnisvolle Undeutlichkeit präzises 
Rechnen” verhindern will.’ Although he refers to 7:25, I think that the principle is applicable in the present context 
as well. Similarly Wallace (1979:156) says that ‘we have the impression that God wishes to assure his people about 
the future without allowing them to become preoccupied with calendar matters.’  
123 Curiously, though the masculine plural ending is unusual in the MT, it is quite common in the DSS where 27 out of 
53 occurrences of בָשׁ ַעוּ  are mp. Most interesting is the fact that the terminus technicus ‘Feast of Weeks’ (normally  ג ַ֤ח
תוֹעֻבָשׁ; e.g. Dt 16:10) is םיעובש גח in 4Q319, 320 & 321 (all Calendrical Texts). Hasel (1993:113) argues that the 
masculine plural ending ‘emphasizes the global and unitary aspect of the time element “seventy weeks,”’ or more 
generally ‘expresses the idea of a group as a totality’ (Hasel 1993:114), whereas the feminine plural ending ‘would 
have stressed the individual parts – i.e. the individual weeks – of the “seventy weeks”’ (Hasel 1993:113). 
Considering the evidence of the Calendrical Texts, this suggestion may go too far. At least at Qumran, the masculine 
plural seems to have been quite common, and this shift from the feminine plural to the masculine plural may already 
be evident in Daniel.  
  Lurie (1990:306) suggests that םיעובש simply means any integer multiple of seven (7, 14, 21 etc. ; cf. Keil & 
Delitzsch 1996:718 of whom he seems to be unaware: ‘םיִעֻבָשׁ does not necessarily mean year-weeks, but an 
intentionally indefinite designation of a period of time measured by the number seven, whose chronological duration 
must be determined on other grounds’). He calculates the 69 weeks from Cyrus’ decree to Jesus’ birth (which he 
dates to 538 BCE and 6 BCE respectively; Lurie 1990:307f) and believes that the last ‘seven’ in Dn 9:27 lasted 70 
years and refers to the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70 (Lurie 1990:309). The problem with this and other similar 
efforts is that it tries to work out detailed dates for what appears to have been left deliberately ambiguous in the text.  
124 Others, however, think differently. Lacocque (1979:188) suggests that the unusual form in this verse presents a 
word play with םיִעְבִשׁ; Hartmann and Di Lella (1978:244) argue that it is an Aramaism. 
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seven seals, trumpets and bowls in Revelation, which are also divided into three parts each, 
namely four, two and one, with an emphasis on the last, seventh, seal, trumpet or bowl.125 
In my opinion, there is a similar emphasis in Daniel 9:24-27 on the last seven (cf. Kline 
1974:459), even though the division here is not graded in the same way as in Revelation.  
Many scholars observe that the reference to ‘seventy sevens’ is reminiscent of the 
‘sabbatical theology of Leviticus 25-26’ (Collins 1993:352). In Leviticus 26 we find a list 
of blessings and curses in case the covenant was kept or broken. A similar list appears in 
Deuteronomy 28, but Deuteronomy does not replicate the repeated threat of Leviticus 26 
that God would punish Israel ‘seven times more’ because of her refusal to repent (cf. 
Bergsma 2007:220, 226). In Leviticus 25, Israel is enjoined to keep a Sabbath year every 
seventh year, and a jubilee after every 49th year (cf. Collins 1993:452-353; Bergsma 2007; 
Kline 1974) in which debts would be cancelled and slaves released. The Chronicler (2 Chr 
36:18-21) says the reason for the exile is Israel’s failure to let the land have its designated 
Sabbaths, but Daniel 9:24 seems to reinterpret Jeremiah’s prophecy of the seventy year 
exile differently by extending the period ‘to seventy weeks of years, or ten jubilees’ 
(Collins 1993:352). Kline (1974:460) states that this ‘sabbatical pattern is a covenantal 
pattern’ since from Genesis 2:4 onwards ‘the Sabbath has functioned as a sign of the 
covenant relationship.’ He argues that in the Mosaic legislation, ‘the Sabbath served as a 
sign of the messianic age of redemptive liberation, restitution, and rest’ and therefore he 
believes that Gabriel’s answer in Daniel 9:24-27 shows that ‘this prophecy is 
fundamentally concerned with God’s covenant with Israel, and especially with the 
consummation of that covenant’ (Kline 1974:460).  
In this sabbatical system, the seventy sevens are considered to be ‘weeks of 
years,’ i.e. 490 years (Collins 1993:352), which equals ten jubilees. Bergsma (2007:227) 
observes that ‘[t]en jubilees constitute a period of quintessential completeness,’ since ten 
‘symbolizes wholeness, completeness, integrity’ (cf. Burton 2000:974).126 Similar 
schematizations of epochs can be found in other Jewish works such as Jubilees, the Enoch 
literature (esp. the Apocalypse of Weeks and the Animal Apocalypse,127 cf. Collins 
1993:352-353), and 11QMelchizedek (Kline 1974:459). However, these generally use 
                                                 
125 Ryken, Wilhoit and Longman (1998:775) observe that ‘in a series of seven the seventh is sometimes different from 
the other six and climactic;’ e.g. the seventh day of the week, the Sabbath; the seventh sign in John’s gospel, the 
resurrection of Christ. Cf. also McComiskey (1985:39-40) quoted above.  
126 Bergsma (2007:227) also highlights the importance of the Day of Atonement ‘on the tenth day of the seventh 
month’ on which the Jubilee was declared. On that day, ‘wholeness in the cultic and spiritual realm’ was restored, 
whereas ‘the jubilee re-establishe[d] it in the social and economic realm’ (Bergsma 2007:227). In his opinion, 
Daniel 9:24 predicts such a jubilee at the end of the seventy week period where Israel would be rid of her sin as well 
as ‘released from socio-economic bondage and return … to her land’ (Bergsma 2007:227). 
127 Collins (1993:353) believes that the Animal Apocalypse is probably more or less contemporary with Daniel, and in 
this work the ‘seventy periods [of history] refer to the post-exilic period, when Israel is given over to seventy 
shepherds (1 En 89:59).’  
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‘division of history into ten “weeks” or seventy periods’ which have ‘symbolic rather than 
chronological value’ (Collins 1993:352-353). Though a number of scholars, including 
Kline (1974) and Collins (1993), believe that ‘the reinterpretation of Jeremiah’s prophecy 
in Daniel 9 must be seen in this context’ (Collins 1993:353),128 it is significant that the 
chronology in Daniel does not use a ten-part scheme, but rather a three-part division of the 
seventy sevens. Thus, though the symbolism of ten jubilees was probably in the 
background, it is not utilized explicitly, but merely alluded to (cf. Goldingay 1991:261; 
contra Bergsma 2007:226ff, Collins 1993:353, Kline 1974:359-461). It is also significant 
that the NT does not hark back to the ten part system of the apocalypses but to the three 
part system advocated in Daniel.  
Daniel states that the ‘seventy sevens have been decreed’ (or ordained, HALOT; 
ךְַתְֶּחנ, a Niphal pf 3ms of ךתח, the only finite verb in the sentence)129 ‘over’ or ‘concerning’ 
(rather than ‘against’, as Montgomery 1927:373) ‘your people’ and ‘your holy city.’ The 
second person pronominal suffix is significant. In the prayer Daniel had identified himself 
with his people and their destiny; here Gabriel reiterates this identification (cf. Young 
1949:197). Lacocque (1979:192) remarks that in designating the people and city as your 
people and your city, Gabriel expresses the notion that Daniel ‘represents the true Israel.’ 
The other six verbs in the verse are infinitive constructs with the prepositional 
prefix ל and God as the implied subject (cf. Collins 1993:353). The ל appears to introduce 
purpose clauses. Collins (1993:353) notes that ‘[t]aken together they constitute an 
eschatological ideal.’ The first phrase is עַשֶׁפַּה אֵלַּכְל, ‘to complete’ or ‘to finish 
transgression’ (NASB). אֵלַּכְל (Piel inf cons.) is a difficult form. The Piel of אלכ does not 
exist (apart from this verse, if it is accepted as the correct reading). אלכ means ‘shut up, 
restrain, withhold’ in the Qal (BDB), and in my opinion this does not really make sense in 
the present context (but cf. Young 1949:197 who prefers this reading). The BHS therefore 
                                                 
128 Collins (1993:353) suggests that the concept of Daniel’s ‘“seventy weeks of years” has overtones not only of the 
Levitical understanding of the covenant but also of apocalyptic determinism.’ Kline (1974:461) believes that ‘Daniel 
9 as a whole follows the covenant administration pattern of Leviticus 26. The prayer … corresponds to the Todah-
confession of Leviticus 26:40f, and the prophecy … corresponds to the covenant restitution and renewal of Leviticus 
26:42f.’ He notes that the seventy weeks ‘are seen as a series of jubilees culminating in a proclamation of 
deliverance, atonement, vengeance on Zion’s enemies, and the establishing of God’s covenant among his people.’ 
There is some truth in this statement, though I do not agree with his interpretation of the word ‘covenant’ in verse 27 
(see the exegesis on this verse below).  
129 In the MT, ךתח is a hapax legomenon (the only occurrence in the DSS is translated ‘decreed’). In Rabbinic Hebrew 
the word means ‘cut’ (Alden 1999:334), and in medieval and modern Hebrew it may mean ‘decide, pronounce a 
sentence,’ which is why the translation ‘decreed’ is used in most versions (Nicole and Carpenter 1997:323). In the 
Greek versions, Theodotion translates συνετμήθησαν, ‘cut off,’ whereas OG translates ἐκρίθησαν, ‘decreed.’ The 
Latin follows Theodotion by translating breuiatae sunt; the Vulgate has abbreuiatae, i.e. ‘are shortened’ 
(Montgomery 1927:373-374, though Montgomery 1927:373 prefers ‘decreed’). Doukhan (1989:32) advocates ‘cut 
off’ (with Theodotion), based on the majority of Mishnaic use (Doukhan 1989:172, n. 65). In his opinion, the ‘fact 
that the 70 weeks of Daniel 9 are said to be “cut off” implies that they must belong to a longer and already known 
period of time, i.e. the 2300 evenings and mornings of Daniel 8’ (Doukhan 1989:32). In my opinion, ‘decreed’ 
makes better sense, though perhaps there is less difference between the two translations than Doukhan makes out.  
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suggests the reading הלכ, which has the basic idea of bringing ‘a process to completion,’ 
either in the positive or negative sense (Oswalt 1999:439; cf. Domeris & Van Dam 
1997:641).130 Lucas (2002:229) notes that though either root can be read, the support of 
Qere, some Hebrew manuscripts and the versions for הלכ, and the ‘[p]arallelism with the 
next clause suggests that it is what is intended.’ Later on he argues that אלכ and the 
following verb, which he takes to be םמתּ, are ‘near synonyms for bringing something to an 
end’ (Lucas 2002:241).  
What is to be ‘finished’ or ‘completed’ is עַשֶׁפּ ַה, ‘the transgression’131 (BDB) or 
‘rebellion, revolt’ (HALOT). The basic meaning of עַשֶׁפּ is ‘a breach of relationships, civil 
or religious, between two parties,’ and indicates the refusal to accept the authority of 
another, in particular that of God (Livingston 1999:741). In a covenant context the word 
entails deliberate disobedience, disloyalty and violation of the covenant laws, i.e. 
treachery, even treason, and thus the disruption of the relationship between God and Israel 
(cf. Carpenter & Grisanti 1997:707). In the context of the chapter, it appears that it is a 
summary term for all the sins that Daniel had mentioned earlier, i.e. the transgression of 
Israel against her covenant God (cf. Walvoord 1971:221; Baldwin 1978:168), which may 
also be the reason for the definite article. That it will be ‘completed’ means that ultimately 
God would bring about the restoration that Daniel had been praying for (cf. Walvoord 
1971:221). This includes such historical fulfilments as the end of the atrocities of 
Antiochus Epiphanes (cf. Collins 1993:354 and Seow 2003:147) but in my opinion the 
expression is much more general. Therefore it is possible that an even wider application to 
the sins of mankind in general is implied.132  
The next phrase, תואָטַּח םֵתָחְל, is problematic as well. The MT133 suggests the 
reading  ְל ָהםֵת  (Hiph inf cons םמת, ‘to complete, bring to an end’), and to complete or bring 
to an end sin; but the BHS note indicates that Theodotion reads with Ketiv  ְוֹםתְחַל  (Qal inf 
cons םתח, ‘to seal up;’ καὶ τοῦ σφραγίσαι ἁµαρτίας), and to seal up the sin. In other words, 
apart from using a different root, both translations add ‘and,’ which is not present in the 
Ketiv. Both readings have their adherents. Goldingay (1991:226)134 and Collins 
                                                 
130 Köhler and Baumgartner (1958:437) define הלכ for Daniel 9:24 as ‘bring to an end, finish,’ and both BDB and 
HALOT refer the reader to הלכ. This verb also appears in Daniel 11:36 and 12:7 where it means ‘to complete’ (with 
a negative connotation), which corroborates the usage in the present verse. 
131 Montgomery (1927:373) elides the article and simply translates ‘for finishing transgression,’ apparently following 
Theodotion (who translates simply ἁµαρτίαν, not τὴν ἁµαρτίαν as OG). He does not further justify his choice. 
132 Young (1949:198) suggests that this was fulfilled by Christ on the cross.  
133 I.e. Qere, many mss and OG, καὶ τὰς ἀδικίας σπανίσαι. 
134 He translates ‘to do away with failures,’ (Goldingay 1991:226) and defends his reading by pointing out that the 
terms for ‘sin’ in the first three clauses are nearly synonymous (Goldingay 1991:258). 
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(1993:354) for example prefer the Qere,135 whereas Keil and Delitzsch (1996) believe that 
the Qere does not make sense and read with Ketiv  ְוֹםתְחַל , ‘to seal up,’ in the sense of ‘to 
shut up.’ Walvoord (1971:221) argues that the phrase ‘to make an end of sins’ ‘may be 
taken either in the sense of taking away sins or bringing sin to final judgment’ or to read 
with Ketiv ‘to seal up sin.’ He suggests that rather than choosing one of these explanations, 
‘[t]he final explanation may include all of these items because the eschatological 
conclusion of Israel’s history does indeed bring an end to their previous transgressions, 
brings their sin into judgment, and also introduces the element of forgiveness.’ Perhaps 
this is the most satisfactory solution to a difficult problem. However, if there is an intended 
parallel between this phrase and איִָבנְו ןוֹזָח ֹםתְּחַלְו (‘to seal vision and prophecy’), then Ketiv 
should be retained.  
The last of the first three clauses is ןוָֹע רֵפַּכְלוּ, ‘to cover/atone for iniquity.’ רפכ 
mainly occurs in contexts conveying the idea that sin is dealt with by some sort of 
removal, though it may simply mean ‘to cover’ (e.g. Gn 6:14).136 In the present context it 
is used with ןוָֹע, an ‘activity that is crooked or wrong,’ i.e. ‘offense, sin, guilt,’ (HALOT) 
or ‘iniquity, guilt, punishment of iniquity’ (BDB).137 Luc (1997b:351) observes that unlike 
the broader term תאָטָּח, the word ןוָֹע ‘has predominantly religious, and ethical function[s].’ 
The word probably summarizes the different kinds of sins to be atoned for,138 and the idea 
seems to be that God will deal with Israel’s sin once and for all. Longman (1999:226) for 
example notes that ‘to atone for wickedness’ does not just emphasize the theme of the first 
two [phrases], but ‘implies that God removes the consequences of already committed 
sinful behavior.’ Baldwin (1978:169) remarks that if ‘God is regarded as the subject, [this 
clause] is announcing that God has found a way of forgiving sin without being untrue to 
His own righteousness. This assurance was what the prayer had been feeling after; it was 
the great longing expressed in the Old Testament as a whole.’ Seow (2003:147) thinks that 
the first two clauses refer to Antiochus’ atrocities, but that the expression ןוָֹע רֵפַּכְלוּ, which 
introduces the first of the positive notations in this list of six, also refers to Israel’s 
                                                 
135 Collins (1993:354) refers to his treatment of 8:23, which also uses the word םמת, ‘complete’ or ‘finish.’ There he 
notes that the ‘idea that iniquity must run its course before it is punished is found already in Gen 15:15’ (Collins 
1993:339). He further argues that there is an element of determinism in this phrase. 
136 Harris (1999:453) lists this occurrence as a homonym of the root meaning ‘make atonement.’ If he is right, this is 
the only occurrence of this root. Otherwise, it is the only occurrence of the verb in the Qal. The general idea of רפכ 
seems to be ‘to atone by offering a substitute’ or ‘to appease by a gift,’ (Harris 1999:452-453), but there can also be 
the connotation of ‘ransom’ or ‘wiping away’ (cf. Averbeck 1997:691). These meanings need not be mutually 
exclusive (Averbeck 1997:691) but there is a continuing debate regarding the exact shade of meaning (Averbeck 
1997:692). 
137 Gesenius (2003b) says that the word means ‘perversity, depravity’ and defines it further as ‘a depraved action, a 
crime, a sin’ and even ‘any thing unjustly acquired.’ The word can designate ‘civil … social …’ or ‘cultic 
violations’ or may summarise the totality of a person’s or nation’s infractions against God (Schultz 1999:651). See 
also note 67 above. 
138 Cf. Young 1949:199, who believes that the three expressions ultimately refer back to Gn 3 and this last one to the 
removal of the curse by Christ on the cross.  
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iniquities which were mentioned in the prayer. He writes: ‘The implication is that the end 
will be at once retributive and redemptive. The purveyor of “the transgression,” the foreign 
perpetrator of the sin, will be destroyed, but redemption will also come for people who 
have already suffered for their iniquities’ (Seow 2003:147).  
The fourth clause, םיִמָֹלע קֶדֶצ איִבָהְלוּ, which is unique in the OT (Lacocque 
1979:192), may perhaps be considered as one of the results of the removal of sin expressed 
in the previous three clauses: ‘to bring in everlasting (or perpetual) righteousness.’ The 
plural םיִמָֹלע is relatively rare in the MT (only nine times in more than 400 occurrences of 
םָלוֹע),139 but appears frequently in the DSS140 and in post-biblical literature where it seems 
to be used ‘with an intensive force’ (Tomasino 1997:350; Jenni 1997:854). This is perhaps 
also the intention in the present verse.141  
Here in Daniel עוֹ ָלם  is used in conjunction with קֶדֶצ, ‘righteousness’ (cf. note 76 
above on הָקָדְצ in v. 7). Goldingay (1991:259) observes that קֶדֶצ (‘vindication’ in his 
translation) ‘recalls the use in the prayer of הקדצ/קידצ … which denoted the idea that 
Yahweh was in the right over against Israel.’ He suggests therefore that ‘bringing in 
righteousness thus suggests causing right to be acknowledged’ but also that one can 
connect this with the ‘vindication of the sanctuary in 8:12-14.’ Porteous (1965:140) opines 
that the phrase corresponds to the ‘curbing or ending of rebellion’ in the first trio of 
expressions and that it basically means ‘the triumph of the righteousness of God which 
includes the idea of salvation… and doubtless implies the responsive righteousness of the 
people.’  
As a Christian interpreter, one cannot but see an allusion to the cross in the 
phrase (cf. Gesenius 2003b:612; Walvoord 1971:222). Baldwin (1978:169) observes that 
as Daniel had realised that only God is righteous (cf. 9:7, הָקָדְצ; 9:14, קיִדָצ), the promise to 
‘bring in everlasting righteousness’ leaves but ‘a short step to justification by faith.’ Wood 
(1973:249-50) states that ‘righteousness is the opposite of sin.’ He argues that through 
Christ’s sacrifice on the cross, not only was sin removed (the issue at stake in the first 
                                                 
139 The basic meaning of םָלוֹע is ‘most distant time,’ includes the idea of perpetuity (Jenni 1997:853), and does not 
necessarily convey our modern idea of ‘eternity’ in the sense of a limitless time-span, especially when referring to 
the past (cf. Macrae 1999:672). 
140 One hundred fifty four of the more than seven hundred occurrences of the root in the DSS are plural. See e.g. 1QS 
2:3-4, 23, 25; 4:22 where it refers to covenant (cf. Lacocque 1979:192-193). 
141 The singular is often used in covenant contexts (e.g. with Noah, Abraham, Phinehas, David; cf. Tomasino 
1997:349): the covenants God initiates are עוֹםָל , ‘perpetual’ or ‘eternal.’ Tomasino (1997:349) argues that the ‘use 
of ʿôlām in these cases does not mean that the covenants could never be abrogated’ but that ‘it means that they were 
made with no anticipated end point.’ It would seem to me, though, that while humans can ‘abrogate’ a covenant by 
disobedience or disloyalty, God himself would never abrogate any covenant he made on his part. In addition, 
covenant renewal after such a breach by humans was always a possibility. In fact, in conditional covenants the 
conditions (e.g. circumcision, Gn 17) as well as the covenants themselves are described as ‘ʿôlām.’ 
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three clauses) but also the way open ‘for righteousness to be granted’ (Wood 1973:250). 
The term םיִמָֹלע, ‘everlasting,’ is significant in that while in the past Israel had had a history 
of continuous unfaithfulness, interspersed with brief periods of return to God, this future 
turning to God would be permanent (Wood 1973:250). Walvoord (1971:222) also thinks 
that ‘everlasting righteousness’ refers to Christ, but believes that ultimately the reference 
may be to the second coming rather than the first.  
The phrase איִָבנְו ןוֹזָח ֹםתְּחַלְו can be translated ‘to seal vision and prophecy,’ though 
more literally the last word is ‘prophet.’ The question is whether םתח in this context means 
‘to seal’ in the sense of ‘closing off,’ or ‘to seal’ in the sense of ‘putting a mark of 
authenticity’ (which seems to be the more frequent meaning in the OT, according to a 
word study I conducted). In Daniel the word occurs in the present verse (twice, if the 
phrase תואָטַּח םֵתָחְל is accepted as the correct reading), and in Daniel 12:4 and 9, there each 
time referring to the ‘closing up’ of Daniel’s prophecy. In the present context, both 
interpretations make sense: the word could either mean that ‘vision and prophecy’ are 
authenticated or that they are ‘closed up,’ i.e. that there will no longer be other visions and 
prophecies (cf. Keil & Delitzsch 1996:721; Lacocque 1979:193; Young 1949:200; 
Steinmann 2008:466 et. al.), though in my opinion the former is more natural in the 
context of Daniel 9. Goldingay (1991:259) supports this view, suggesting that the word 
‘recalls 8:26’ where Daniel is told to ‘keep the vision secret’ (NASB; the Hebrew word 
used there is םַתָס) as well as Daniel 12:4, 9 and 6:18 (where the Aramaic םתח is used). He 
argues against the interpretation that vision and prophecy will cease to exist (rightly, I 
think), noting that such an interpretation appears to be more eisegesis than exegesis 
(Goldingay 1991:260). He believes that ‘the promise is that Jeremiah’s prophecy will be 
fulfilled and thus confirmed’ (Goldingay 1991:260; cf. Gowan 2001:133; Lucas 
2002:242). Collins (1993:354) also implies that to ‘seal’ here means to authenticate,’ and 
refers to the metaphorical use of the phrase ‘seal up’ in the NT where it implies divine 
approval.142 Like Goldingay he suggests that the ‘immediate referent is Jeremiah’s 
prophecy,’ but he adds that ‘the allusion probably includes all prophecy that is construed 
as eschatological.’  
The last phrase םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק  ֹ שְׁמִלְו ַח  is literally ‘and to anoint holiness of holinesses’ 
or, with Goldingay (1991:229) ‘sacredness of sacrednesses.’ Theoretically, the phrase  שֶֹׁדק
םיִשָׁדָק could refer either to the temple in Jerusalem or to a person who is anointed, perhaps 
                                                 
142 Collins (1993:354) refers to John 3:33; 6:27. In 2 Corinthians 1 two words are used that occur also in Daniel 9:24: 
‘Now He who establishes us with you in Christ and anointed us is God, who also sealed us and gave us the Spirit in 
our hearts as a pledge’ (2 Cor 1:21-22; NASB). In Theodotion the last two phrases in Daniel 9:24 use the same 
words as Paul for ‘anoint’ (χρίω) and ‘seal’ (σφραγίζω). Paul states that God anoints Christians and seals them – 
presumably as a mark of approval or ownership; I believe that the same applies to the use of ‘seal’ in Daniel 9:24.  
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a priest (cf. 1 Chr 23:13). If a person is in view, the text may be interpreted messianically, 
though not everyone would agree with this. Each position has its proponents. Goldingay 
(1991:260) argues that the expression םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק ַֹחשְׁמִלְו refers to the Holy of Holies that had 
been defiled by Antiochus and was now going to be re-consecrated. He does not believe 
that there may be secondary references to either the people of Israel or to Christ. Fitzmyer 
(2007:62-63, n. 18) also sees a reference to the temple, arguing that the expressions that 
accompany םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק ַֹחשְׁמִלְו, namely ‘and for your holy city’ (v. 24) and ‘to rebuild 
Jerusalem’ (v. 25) definitely refer to a place, namely the Holy of Holies, especially in view 
of the fact that sacred places and objects were anointed in the OT.143 Collins (1993:353), as 
noted above, suggests that the six infinitives of this verse together ‘constitute an 
eschatological ideal,’ though he does not believe that this and the following verses should 
be interpreted messianically. 
Young (1949:200-201) on the other hand argues that the expression refers to a 
person, which is substantiated by the fact that ‘the phrase occurs without the definite 
article, [i.e.] it means a most holy thing.’ Young (1949:201) further suggests that what is 
meant is ‘the communication of the Spirit to Christ’ at his baptism which was the 
‘distinguishing characteristic of the Messiah.’ Steinmann (2008:467) also believes that  שֶֹׁדק
םיִשָׁדָק refers to Christ, noting that in verse 26 the sanctuary is only called שֶֹׁדק, which he 
thinks probably ‘distinguishes the temple, which “will be destroyed,” from the “Most Holy 
One” in 9:24, who, though “cut off” (9:26), will be raised and live forevermore.’ Lacocque 
(1979:193ff) too sees a messianic reference in this expression, though not pointing to 
Christ, but a priest. While acknowledging that normally the expression םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק ‘refers to 
a material object, altar, or Temple,’ he argues that in view of 1 Chronicles 23:13 ‘the 
expression should perhaps be interpreted in a personal sense: Aaron himself being referred 
to as the “Holy of Holies”’ (Lacocque 1979:193). He further notes that the structure of 
Daniel 9:24-26 supports this interpretation as each of the three sections into which the 
seventy weeks are divided ends ‘with mention of an event concerning the “messiah” (or 
“anointed one”)’ (Lacocque 1979:194). Lacocque believes that the author of the present 
chapter ‘has a plainly priestly conception of history and eschatology’ and that his 
‘“messianic” expectation is centred on the person of the High Priest’ or ‘anointed leader’ 
(Lacocque 1979:194, referring to v. 25). He notes that ‘the term “prince” (= chief) serves 
to designate a high personage’ which points to the ‘exaltation of the priesthood at the 
expense of the royal power. Therefore we rediscover the cautious, yet present, messianism 
of the Author’ (Lacocque 1979:194-195).  
                                                 
143 For his view on verse 25 see below.  
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Meadowcroft (2001:437-438) argues that the term םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק is reconceptualised 
in the OT from a pure reference to the Holy of Holies of the tabernacle or temple in early 
texts to include land in Ezekiel 43:12, 45:3 and 48:12 (in these scriptures the phrase is also 
indefinite, as in Daniel), so that it is ‘something bigger than the temple but represented by 
the temple’ (Meadowcroft 2001:438). He then points out that in 1QS 8:1-10 the term 
appears twice, describing ‘the Council of the Community as “an assembly of the holy of 
holies”’ (Meadowcroft 2001:438, his translation of 1QS 8:5-6) and a couple of lines later 
‘as a “most holy dwelling”’ (1QS 8:8; Meadowcroft 2001:438). In other words, the phrase 
םישדוק שדוק refers here actually not to a place, but ‘to a group of people whose identity is 
understood through the metaphor of the temple or sanctuary and the sacrificial system 
therein’ (Meadowcroft 2001:439). Meadowcroft (2001:440) further suggests that the term 
חישׁמ likewise may refer not to a single person, but to a group of people, and concludes that 
in Daniel 9 as well as at Qumran ‘the anointed holy of holies is no longer understood in 
purely physical terms’ but ‘is a concept made concrete in the community, and occasionally 
in representative individuals or smaller groups within the community’ (Meadowcroft 
2001:444). This opens the way for a messianic interpretation of these verses, as for 
example advanced by Gurney (1980:110ff) and Steinmann (2008:468ff), though perhaps 
sometimes these references are considered to be more precise than the text in fact permits.  
A very different suggestion that deserves mention is that of Avalos (1998), who 
believes that there is a parallel to ANE temple inscriptions in the wording of Daniel 9:24, 
which talks about the anointing of the ‘most holy.’ The inscription of Esarhaddon which 
mentions seventy years of punishment before the rebuilding of a temple to Marduk is well 
known (Avalos 1998:507), but a much older inscription from the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I 
(1260-1232 BCE) contains a reference to an unnamed future prince who, the inscription 
predicts, will renew and repair the destroyed temple (the destruction is anticipated in the 
inscription) and finally anoint it (Avalos 1998:508-509). This is a very interesting parallel 
to Daniel 9. Avalos (1998:510) observes that though Daniel 9:24-25 ‘does not explicitly 
order the prince himself to rebuild or anoint the temple, both Daniel and the Akkadian 
examples associate these hopes for restoration with an anonymous future prince’ (italics 
added). For someone acquainted with such inscriptions, the phrase ‘until the time of an 
anointed prince’ (Dn 9:25) would not have been strange at all (Avalos 1998:510). 
Furthermore, Avalos (1998:511) explains that in Mesopotamia the temple inscriptions 
were anointed, while in Biblical practice parts of the temple and its paraphernalia were 
consecrated with oil. He suggests that ‘this would not exclude anointing an inscription or 
part of the Hebrew temple that is analogous to what receives the oil in the Mesopotamian 
temples,’ and concludes that the author of Daniel 9:24-25 may well have been cognisant of 
such old traditions and thus the writer adapted them to fit his context (Avalos 1998:511). 
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What is significant here is the fact that an old Mesopotamian tradition has been adapted. 
This could indicate that, if Avalos’ suggestion is correct, the provenance of these verses 
may well be Mesopotamian, as the setting mentioned in Daniel 9:1-2 indicates, rather than 
Judean. It may therefore also be a much older tradition than that assumed by scholars who 
advocate a second-century dating for this chapter, and support an earlier dating.  
Perhaps the fact that the last phrase, םיִשָׁדָק שֶֹׁדק, can be interpreted either as a 
reference to a place (more likely) or a person (possible, but perhaps initially not so likely) 
should receive more attention. Whether a sixth or second century date is in view, initially 
the reference seems to have been to the Jerusalem Temple that lay derelict (sixth century) 
or was desecrated (second century). However, this may not be the only possible 
interpretation. The text is sufficiently ambiguous to allow other (re)applications. Already 
at Qumran we find the idea that the sect considered themselves as ‘an assembly of the holy 
of holies,’ a temple (Meadowcroft 2001:438), an idea taken up and applied to the church 
by Paul in 1 Corinthians 3:16-17 and applied to individual believers in 1 Corinthians 6:19. 
Jesus called himself ‘the temple’ in John 2:19, 21. Baldwin (1978:169, arguing for a sixth 
century dating) suggests, rightly in my opinion, that the verse ‘is speaking of the 
accomplishment of God’s purpose for all history.’ Initially, perhaps, the reference was to 
the Jerusalem Temple that needed to be rededicated, ‘but the Lord’s anointed was 
ultimately to be a man … who was the subject of “vision and prophet”’ (Baldwin 
1978:169). With the coming of Christ, this prophecy began to be fulfilled, but even now 
Christians are waiting for the consummation at the second coming of Christ which is still 
in the future. Baldwin (1978:169) concludes that ‘[i]f the historical work of Christ and His 
second coming are telescoped this is not unusual, even in the New Testament.’  
To sum up, three of the clauses in Daniel 9:24 all deal in one way or another with 
the issue of sin, and, as the last of the three terms seems to imply, include its removal 
and/or forgiveness (cf. Gowan 2001:133). Whether they all say the same thing in different 
words or whether there is progression from the first to the third clause is debatable. They 
are, however, related to Daniel’s prayer (cf. Lucas 2002:241; Gowan 2001:132), which 
acknowledged and confessed Israel’s sin against God throughout the centuries, though 
some scholars see a reference to Antiochus here (e.g. Collins 1993:354, who suggests that 
‘the idea is that evil must run its course until the appointed time’). The two views are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive.144  
                                                 
144 Goldingay (1991:259) rightly notes that the whole text is ambiguous; its function is to make the reader question 
‘what relationship between calamity, confession and promise obtains between us and God.’ Whether it refers to 
Israel or Antiochus is not the point, but the ‘sacrilege of the sanctuary … is Gabriel’s concern.’   
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The result, so it seems, of the first three clauses is what is described in the last 
three: ‘to bring everlasting righteousness, and to authenticate vision and prophet/prophecy, 
and to anoint the most holy’ (my translation, but cf. NASB; Gowan 2001:133). At least the 
first of these, ‘everlasting righteousness,’ was obviously not fulfilled in the second century 
BCE. Neither, for that matter, was the removal of sin in its various forms dealt with then. It 
appears that the reference to ‘everlasting’ at the beginning of this set of three clauses 
indicates something more than the immediate future of Daniel and his readers (regardless 
of whether a 5th century or 2nd century setting is envisaged). As noted above, I believe that 
the second of this set of three clauses points to the authentication, i.e. verification, of the 
vision(s) and prophets/prophecies Daniel has been studying (cf. Gowan 2001:133), not the 
end of prophetic inspiration. Finally, the deliberate ambiguity of the phrase ‘to anoint the 
most holy’ leaves open the possibility that more than the restoration of the Jerusalem 
temple may be in view and that a messianic interpretation, and a reference to Christ, is 
possible, even likely.  
 
2.3.3.3.2 Daniel 9:25 
Verse 25 begins with another injunction to Daniel to ‘know and understand’ (לֵכְּשַׂתְו עַדֵתְו), 
indicating that more detailed information regarding the seventy sevens is about to be 
given. Daniel is to ‘know and understand’ that ‘from the going forth of the word to 
restore/return and (re)build Jerusalem until/to an anointed one, a prince/leader [there will 
be] seven weeks and sixty-two weeks145 and it will again be built, a plaza and a moat, but 
in oppressive times’ (my translation;  ה ָ֑עְבִשׁ םי ִ֖עֻבָשׁ די ִָ֔גנ ַחי ִ֣שָׁמ־דַע ַ֙֙םִלָשׁוְּֽרי תו ֹ֤ נְבִלְו ֙ביִשָׁהְל ר ָ֗בָד א ָֹ֣צמ־ןִמ
ו ֹ֣ חְר ֙הְָתנְִבנְו ֙בוּשָׁתּ ִםי ַ֗נְשׁוּ םי ִ֣שִּׁשׁ םי ִ֞עֻבָשְׁוםיִֽתִּעָה קו ֹ֖ צְבוּ ץוּ֔רָחְו ב ). The word  ֙ביִשָׁהְל could mean either 
‘restore’ or ‘return.’ In the former case, it refers to the rebuilding of Jerusalem; in the latter 
it envisages the return of the Jewish exiles to their homeland. The content of the ‘word’ (or 
perhaps better, ‘decree’) that went out apparently concerns the rebuilding of the city of 
Jerusalem, though when this ‘word’ was given is a matter of scholarly debate. Lucas 
(2002:242) gives the options: Jeremiah’s prophecies (either 25:12, i.e. 605 BCE; or 29:10, 
597 BCE; or 30:18-22; 31:38-40, i.e. 587 BCE); Gabriel’s words to Daniel or Cyrus’ 
                                                 
145 The translation is left deliberately ambiguous. The RSV, taking the atnach under ה ָ֑עְבִשׁ as a disjunctive accent, 
translates: ‘… from the going forth of the word to restore and build Jerusalem to the coming of an anointed one, a 
prince, there shall be seven weeks.  Then for sixty-two weeks it shall be built again …’ (italics added). Tanner 
(2009:325) however thinks that this translation is not convincing. He argues that the atnach is not necessarily a 
disjunctive accent, but may be indicating emphasis or clarification (Tanner 2009:327-328). In addition, the ancient 
Greek translations (LXX, Theodotion, Symmachus) and the Peshitta all treat the 7 and 62 weeks ‘as a single period’ 
(Tanner 2009:326). Hence he prefers the traditional translations (e.g. NASB: ‘… from the issuing of a decree to 
restore and rebuild Jerusalem until Messiah the Prince there will be seven weeks and sixty-two weeks; it will be 
built again…;’ bold print added). He also believes that the part of the verse indicating the rebuilding of the city is 
reflected in the seven weeks rather than the sixty-two weeks (Tanner 2009:328). 
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decree in Ezra 1:1-4 (ca. 539 BCE); Darius’ decree (Ezr 6:1-12, 521 BCE); or Artaxerxes’ 
decree (Neh 2:7-8; ca. 445 BCE). Steinmann (2008:458) however believes that the ‘word’ 
refers to Gabriel’s speech to Daniel here (cf. Dn 9:23, ‘At the beginning of your prayer, a 
word went out;’ my translation). This is possible, but in view of the context of the prayer, 
it is in my opinion more likely that one of Jeremiah’s prophecies is in view (29:10, or 
30:18-22/31:38-40; cf. Lucas 2002:243 and his arguments against the other dates). It 
appears that from Daniel’s viewpoint the issuing of the ‘word’ ‘to (re)build Jerusalem’ is 
still in the future. However, Daniel is assured that such a decree will indeed be issued, but 
that even then Jeremiah’s prophecy will only be partly fulfilled in that though the city will 
be rebuilt, times of hardship will still be upon the people. Gooding (1981:66) argues 
similarly, noting that the reason for the merely partial fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy is 
Israel’s continued persistence in sin; only true repentance will lead to the full restoration of 
the city.  
Who is meant by the phrase דיִָגנ ַחיִשָׁמ is disputed. The expression is unique in the 
MT. Both words are masculine singular absolute (according to the MT pointing), and there 
is no definite article; hence my translation ‘an anointed one, a prince/leader’ or possibly 
‘an anointed prince/leader.’ The word  ַחיִשָׁמ refers most often to a king146 (cf. Oswalt 
1997:1126; Hamilton 1999:531; e.g. 1 Sm 12:3, Saul; 1 Sm 16:6, David; Is 45:1 Cyrus, a 
pagan king), but an anointed one can also be a priest (e.g. Lv 4:3), a prophet (1 Ki 19:16), 
one of the Patriarchs (1 Chr 16:22; Ps 105:15), or even the people of God as a whole (Hab 
3:13). The word never appears in the Pentateuch or in the major prophets (with the 
exception of the reference to Cyrus in Isaiah), which seems to indicate that the idea of a 
coming eschatological messiah was a growing one in Israel and apparently did not appear 
before 700 BCE (cf. Fitzmyer 2000:79; he argues, however, that the notion is not pre-
second century).  
The referent of the word ִָגנדי  is also unclear. In earlier biblical books (Samuel and 
Kings) the term always refers to Israelite kings (for whom the title ךְֶלֶמ is sometimes 
deliberately avoided, e.g. 1 Sm 9-10; 2 Sm. 7), but in late biblical books the word can refer 
to religious leaders as well.147 This is significant for the study of the word in Daniel where 
                                                 
146 Fitzmyer (2000:76) notes that the basic meaning of the word is ‘that such a historical ruler is or was an anointed 
agent of God designated for guidance, governance, or deliverance of his people.’ 
147 References to kings are as follows: Saul (1 Sm 9:16; 10:1), David (implicitly 1 Sm 13:14; Is 55:4; 1 Chr 5:2; 2 Chr 
6:5;  explicitly 1 Sm 25:30; 2 Sm 5:2; 7:8; 1 Chr 11:2; 17:7; 28:4), Solomon (1 Ki 1:35; 1 Chr 29:22) or one of the 
successors of Solomon either in the northern or the southern kingdom (Jeroboam 1 Ki 14:7; 1 Ki 16:2 Baasha; 1 Ki 
20:5 Hezekiah; 2 Chr 11:22 Abijah). The word is used for a member of the priesthood for the first time in Jeremiah 
(Pashhur Jr 20:1), and in Nehemiah and Chronicles it quite frequently (though not always) refers to a religious 
leader or priest (1 Chr 9:11,20; 12:28 [Eng. 27]; 26:24 keepers of the Temple treasury; 2 Chr 31:12, 13;  35:8; Ne 
11:11). It can designate rulers of other nations (king of Tyre Ezk 28:2; leaders of the Assyrian army 2 Chr 32:21) as 
well as political rulers or leaders of Israel in general (Ps 76:13; Pr 28:16; 1 Chr 13:1; 27:4 leaders of the army; 1 Chr 
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it occurs three times, here in Daniel 9:25 and 26, and in 11:22 where the enigmatic 
expression ‘prince of the covenant’ is used.  
Many Christians take the combination ‘an anointed one, a leader’ in Daniel 9:25 
as a reference to Jesus Christ, the Messiah. However, this is challenged by other 
interpreters who argue that the reference here is not to Christ, but to a high priest, often 
identified as Onias III (e.g. Gowan 2001:135). Aitken (1997:20) suggests that in Daniel 
11:22 the reference is probably to Onias III, but that here in Daniel 9:25 it is uncertain 
whether the person designated ‘anointed ruler’ ( ִָגנ ַחיִשָׁמדי ) ‘is a priestly or a royal figure.’ 
Fitzmyer (2007:63) too notes that a decision in this regard is not easy, but ultimately 
prefers a ‘kingly Messiah’ in this context, ‘someone like Zerubbabel’ (especially since he 
assumes a second century date).148 Slotki (1951:78) agrees that  ַחיִשָׁמ probably refers to a 
king, in his opinion to Cyrus, while ִָגנדי , referring to ‘a title of the highest rank,’ here 
‘appears to indicate the High Priest.’ Hartman and Di Lella (1978:251) contend that an 
identification of the  ַחיִשָׁמ with Cyrus is unlikely since Daniel ‘is less interested in the 
political history of Judah than in the history of its religious cult.’ In their opinion the 
‘anointed prince’ of Daniel 9:25 is a religious leader, probably Joshua ben Jozadak, the 
high priest who returned to Jerusalem, together with Zerubbabel and the first returning 
exiles (537 BCE; Hartman and Di Lella 1978:251), a view also held by Porteous 
(1965:142) and Collins (2010c:42).  
Doukhan (1979:11) sees a connection between the present verse and Exodus 
29:36-37 where the notions of ‘atonement (kpr), anointing (mšḥ) and holy of holies (qōḏeš 
qoḏāšîm)’ appear in conjunction, according to Doukhan the only text apart from Daniel 9 
where this is the case. He argues that because the text deals with the anointing of Aaron’s 
sons to the priesthood, the ‘holy of holies’ in Daniel refers to ‘the consecration of a new 
high-priesthood’ (Doukhan 1979:12). However, if Exodus 29:36-37 is read carefully, these 
two verses actually refer to the altar of the tabernacle as the ‘holy of holies,’ not the priests 
or even the high-priest, which makes Doukhan’s suggestion somewhat questionable, at 
least in terms of direct connection between the two texts. If there is a connection, it seems 
that the reference in Daniel, like that in Exodus, is to a thing, i.e. the temple, or more 
narrowly, the altar, just as Exodus refers to the altar, rather than a person. 
                                                                                                                                                 
27:16 leaders of tribes, also 2 Chr 19:11; 2 Chr 11:11 officers in charge of fortresses; 2 Chr 28:7). The word may be 
used for ‘noble’ people or things (Jb 29:10; 31:7 prince; Pr 8:6 noble things). It only occurs twice in the DSS, at 
4Q504 (4QDibHama) 17:8 where it is translated (in context) ‘princely shepherd’; and at 11Q5 (11QPsa) 28:11 where 
it is translated ‘prince,’ and in fact is used in a context where תירב also appears: ‘He set me as prince over his people 
[vacat] ruler over the people of his covenant’ (lines 11-12).  




Oswalt (1997:1125) opines that the ‘existence of the concept of “The Anointed 
One” (māšı̂aḥ) in its own right, over and above the … functions of prophet, priest and 
king, undoubtedly contributed to the rise of the concept of the eschatological Anointed 
One, the Messiah’ (italics added). He believes that Daniel 9:25 and 26 are the only 
unambiguous references to this figure, though not all scholars agree with this view. He 
writes: ‘Here Daniel predicts a time in the future when the Anointed One, who may well 
be The Most Holy who is anointed in 9:24, will appear and then be cut off with nothing’ 
(Oswalt 1997:1125). Similar sentiments are voiced by Hamilton (1999:531). Oswalt 
(1997:1125) claims that Jewish interpretation in the intertestamental period already 
understood Psalms references to the ‘anointed’ and references to an ideal Davidic king in 
the prophetic books as referring to an eschatological figure.149 In the New Testament, Jesus 
was identified as that Anointed One, and with this hindsight one might argue that the 
references in the Old Testament were pointing towards Christ as well. However, Baldwin 
(1978:170) rightly notes that both  ַחיִשָׁמ and ִָגנדי  are far more general in Hebrew than might 
be suspected by an English reader, and that the term  ַחיִשָׁמ did not yet have the technical 
meaning ‘messiah’ in the OT.150  
In summary, a ִָגנדי  is simply a leader, and the context must decide whether a 
political or religious leader is referred to. The same applies to  ַחיִשָׁמ. Therefore one cannot 
necessarily argue for a messianic interpretation of this verse; however, such an 
interpretation should not be excluded offhand either. The fact that in late biblical books ִָגנדי  
is used more frequently for religious leaders may point to the fact that here too a religious 
leader is in view, but one cannot be dogmatic either way.151  
The division of the seventy weeks of years into seven, sixty-two and one (which 
in turn is divided into two halves), is intriguing and has resulted in a wealth of scholarly 
material. It was suggested above that these numbers be taken symbolically or at least as 
round numbers, rather than literally or numerically accurate figures152 because calculations 
                                                 
149 Green & Silverstein (2014) mention that ‘Jewish texts from [the] biblical through the post-70 periods illustrate a 
progressive idealization of the future “anointed” king.’ Ginsberg (2007:110-111) speaks of a three-stage 
development that runs through the HB, but this is in his opinion only the prehistory of the ‘postbiblical idea of “the 
Messiah”’ (Ginsberg (2007:111) which began in the Second Temple period. See also the following note. 
150 Similar statements are also made by others. Soggin (1997:676) for example states: ‘A specifically eschatological-
messianic significance of the title [māšı̂aḥ] is not yet discernible in the OT, not even in Isa 45:1.’ Ginsberg 
(2007:110) notes that ‘a charismatically endowed descendant of David’ as Messiah ‘is a strictly postbiblical 
concept.’ Green & Silverstein (2014) observe: ‘[T]he HB contains no doctrine of an eschatological redeemer and 
does not use the term “messiah” to refer to one.’  
151 Laato (1990:222) similarly argues that ‘the identity of the Anointed Prince must be left open,’ though she thinks it 
more likely that a priestly figure (i.e. a High Priest) is in view here.  
152 This is particularly in view of the fact that ‘one year’ could indicate either a 360 day year (the normal Jewish 
reckoning) or a 364-day year (Qumran reckoning). If one takes the numbers literally, the question then would be, 
especially if a second-century date for Daniel is assumed, which calendar the author adhered to and advocated in the 
reckoning of the seventy weeks of years. Interpretations that build on precise calendar dates, assuming a 365¼ day 
solar year, would then be at least questionable.  
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that are based on the literal meaning are not satisfactory in terms of the beginning and end 
points to be considered. Nevertheless, it must be admitted that it is easier to argue for this 
type of symbolic interpretation for the total, seventy, and the first and last divisions, seven 
and one, than it is for the apparently rather exact figure sixty-two, which does not easily 
lend itself to symbolic interpretation. Perhaps the meaning is that after a relatively short 
period of seven sevens, a very long period of time (the 62 sevens) elapses before a 
concluding cataclysm which is even shorter (one seven) (cf. Meadowcroft 2001:433 for a 
similar reasoning), and itself divided into two parts of equal length. Scholars have 
advanced different arguments when interpreting these numbers, but two of these stand out.  
Instone-Brewer (1991) suggests that the numerical values in Daniel 7-12 may be 
based on the ‘writing on the wall’ in chapter 5. He argues (Instone-Brewer 1991:315-316) 
that the  
original writing on the wall may have been the cuneiform marks “ǀǀǀ+”, which could be the 
scratches made by the fingers of a left hand as it curled up into a fist. This could be read as 60, 
60, 1, ½, or “Mina, Mina, Shekel, Peresh”. This supposition would explain why the other wise 
men could not read the writing and why the text says that it was written with “fingers” and not 
“a finger”.  
Instone-Brewer (1991:315) suggests that the number 3½ is ‘the simplest 
interpretation of these marks,’ reading ‘ǀǀǀ+’ as ‘1, 1, 1, ½.’ He adds that ‘the visions [of 
Daniel 7:25 and 12:7 are] based on the number 3½ [and] were meditations on this initial 
revelation.’ In Daniel 5, ‘Daniel explored their value as 121½. The visionary chapters (7-
12) explore the other two possible values of 3½ and 62½’ (Instone-Brewer 1991:315-316). 
The present chapter would seem to be the exploration of the last possibility, i.e. reading the 
first full stroke as 60, the second and third each as 1 and the + as ½, in addition to being a 
meditation on Jeremiah. If this is right, it would also render untenable Hartman and 
DiLella’s position that Daniel did not have an accurate knowledge of the time periods at all 
but that, being concerned mainly with the last seven years (one week) he basically made 
up the divisions into seven, sixty two and one week in order to arrive at a total of seventy 
weeks (Hartman & DiLella 1978:250).153 The problem with this view is that the number 
then is not 62 but 62½.  
Dimant (1993:62) also disagrees with scholars who argue that the author of 
Daniel 9 had ‘only an imprecise knowledge of history’ since the accuracy of chapters 10-
12 does not warrant this conclusion (Dimant 1993:63; cf. Laato 1990:215). Rather, like 
                                                 
153 Especially since, even if the terminus a quo for the 490-year period is 605 BCE, this would only amount to 441 
years to the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, not 490. 
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other scholars before her,154 she suggests that the three divisions (into 7, 62, and 1 week 
respectively) in Daniel may not be strictly sequential, but partly overlapping and that 
furthermore one should not think in precise arithmetical values (i.e. 49, 434, and 7) but 
rather in sabbatical cycles which were observed during the Second Temple period (Dimant 
1993:63).155 She proceeds to outline the structure of these cycles in the Animal 
Apocalypse, the Apocalypse of Weeks, and Jubilees (Dimant 1993:64-68), all beginning in 
her opinion in 604/3 BCE, and concludes that a similar framework may apply to Daniel. 
Dimant (1993:68) thinks that Daniel’s seventy weeks may also be calculated from 604/3 
BCE, which is the ‘middle of the seventieth jubilee from the Creation of the world, … 
[which] falls within the seventh Week, which [in turn] marks the transition from history 
proper to the dawn of the final Eschaton.’ The disadvantage of this interpretation is that it 
is dependent on a particular date. Therefore I believe Instone-Brewer’s suggestion has 
more weight, but in view of the ambiguity of the text one cannot be dogmatic.  
The last phrase in verse 25, ‘it will again be built, a plaza and a moat, but in 
oppressive times’ (my translation; וּשָׁתּםיִֽתִּעָה קוֹ֖צְבוּ ץוּ֔רָחְו בוֹ֣חְר ֙הְָתנְִבנְו ֙ב ), ‘is a rich and 
suggestive phrase that combines reference to the restoring of the community and the 
rebuilding of the city’ (Goldingay 1991:260). It indicates that the whole city, including 
streets, open places and protective systems (ץוּרָח)156 would be rebuilt (cf. Goldingay 
1991:261; Hartman & DiLella 1978:244). ‘Times of distress’ may refer primarily to the 
difficulties that the Jews faced in rebuilding the city and temple after their return from 
exile, but there may well have been other times of distress later on in the city’s history and 
before the times of Antiochus Epiphanes of which no record has been preserved and which 
would have been just as obscure to the author of the chapter as it is to modern historians 
(Hartman & DiLella 1978:251).  
 
2.3.3.3.3 Daniel 9:26 
Verse 26 is just as obscure as the previous one, and scholars have struggled to make sense 
of it and the following verse (cf. Hartman & DiLella 1978:245 on vv. 26-27). Goldingay 
(1991:226) takes the last phrase of verse 25, ‘in pressing/distressing times’ as the 
beginning of a new sentence that continues into verse 26. He translates these verses: ‘But 
                                                 
154 She refers in particular to Wacholder (1975:206-208).  
155 She notes that ‘the presence of lists of sabbatical cycles at Qumran suggests that such detailed records were kept at 
least by some circles during the Second Temple Era’ and purports that such timetables ‘were taken as chronological 
framework for historical chronologies’ (Dimant 1993:62).  
156 The word ץוּרָח means ‘something cut.’ Here it refers to ‘a trench cut into the rock outside the city walls in order to 
increase the exterior height of the walls’ (Hartman & DiLella 1978:244; cf. Lacocque 1979:188, ‘entrenchment’). In 




in the pressure of the times (that is, after the sixty-two sevens) an anointed will be cut off 
and will have neither the city nor the sanctuary. A leader to come will devastate a people, 
and its end will come with the flood. Until the end of battle desolations are determined.’ 
The NASB interprets the text messianically: ‘Then after the sixty-two weeks the Messiah 
will be cut off and have nothing, and the people of the prince who is to come will destroy 
the city and the sanctuary. And its end will come with a flood; even to the end there will be 
war; desolations are determined.’157 It seems that however one translates this verse, after 
the sixty-two weeks, which are characterised by difficulties, a decisive event will happen 
in that ‘an anointed one will be cut off’ (  ִי ָכּתֵר  ַחיִשָׁמ ), which in the present context probably 
indicates his death.158  
The question of the identity of this anointed one also arises. Is he the same person 
as in verse 25, or a different one? In fact, the syntax of the sentence allows for either 
option: it is possible that he is the same person, but it is also possible that the  ִשָׁמ ַחי  in this 
verse is a different person altogether (cf. Goldingay 1991:262). Goldingay argues that 
since nouns in the visions are typically anarthrous, the effect of this feature is that it 
contributes ‘to that allusiveness appropriate to a vision, which cannot be resolved from 
within chap. 9 itself.’ He, like many others, identifies the  ִשָׁמ ַחי  as Onias III, whose being 
‘cut off’ could be either his displacement or his death (Goldingay 1991:262). Goldingay 
(1991:262) writes: ‘His losing city and sanctuary sounds like a reference to his 
displacement and withdrawal for safety to Daphne, near Antioch (2 Macc 4:33); but his 
actual death in 171 B.C. marks the beginning of the seven years of trouble.’ However, due 
to the ambiguity of the grammar the messianic interpretation is not impossible and should 
not be dismissed out of hand.  
The phrase וֹל ןיֵאְו is problematic since it does not seem to make much sense in the 
context. It can be translated ‘and he has nothing’ or ‘there is nothing for him’ (Lucas 
2002:230), but what does that mean? Van der Kooij (1993:501) proposes that the last 
anointed (high) priest will have no successor and that the remainder of verse 27 predicts 
Antiochus’ prohibition of sacrifices and oblations in the temple. Others think that a word 
has been left out, e.g. ‘judgment’ (ןיִד; cf. Theodotion who adds the word ‘judgment’ here), 
‘evil,’ ןֵוָע, or ‘helper,’ ֵרזֺע; this last in analogy to Daniel 11:45 ‘with no one to help him’ 
(cf. Collins 1993:346). Goldingay (1991:226) and Lucas (2002:227, 230) suggest with 
                                                 
157 A series of footnotes indicates the difficulty in translating the text and alerts the reader to alternative interpretations. 
158 The Qal of תַרָכּ is often used to express the making of a covenant. But the Niphal imperfect 3ms, ‘to be cut (off),’ 
can have the nuance of ‘not being present anymore, ceasing, lacking’ (e.g. Josh 9:23; 1 Ki 2:4), or simply to ‘be 
removed’ (Zech 14:2) without necessarily implying the death of the person in question. It is therefore possible that 
the term could mean a simple removal from office or otherwise of the ‘anointed one’ (cf. Jefferey & Kennedy 
1956:496), thus giving credence to Goldingay’s translation. The more likely meaning in the context, however, and 
that adopted generally, is that of ‘kill,’ – no matter who the ‘anointed one’ is considered to be. 
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Ozanne (1965:447) that the punctuation of MT should be ignored and the phrase combined 
with the next one, resulting in  ֹ קַּהְו ריִעָהְו וֹל ןיֵאְושֶׁד , thus reading the two waw-conjunctions as 
meaning ‘both … and’ and translating with Goldingay as quoted above: ‘an anointed will 
be cut off and will have neither the city nor the sanctuary.’ This suggestion is of course 
possible, but seems to be too dependent on a certain view of the dating of the text. Perhaps 
a deliberate ambiguity was actually intended.  
Those accepting a messianic interpretation consider the  ִשָׁמ ַחי  in this verse to be 
the same figure as that in verse 24 and as referring to Christ. However, there are again 
different opinions whether his birth or death is meant, though if it refers to Christ, in my 
opinion the latter is more likely, especially in view of the fact that he will be ‘cut off and 
have nothing.’159 The rest of the verse is then often seen as referring to the destruction of 
Jerusalem by the Romans in 70 CE, which I think makes more sense than a reference to 
Antiochus Epiphanes, who never really destroyed the city. Dispensationalists consider 
these verses (i.e. 24-27) as a reference to Christ’s second coming, and the time of the 
antichrist and the destruction he will bring about before the final coming of the Lord in 
glory.  
The next phrase too is difficult: who destroys whom or what in אָבַּה דיִָ֤גנ ם ַ֣ע תיִחְשׁ ַ֠י? 
Who is the אָבַּה דיִָ֤גנ? And should one read  ַעם , as MT or  ִעם  (‘with’), as Theodotion? On the 
whole, the argument for  ַעם  (‘people’) seems to be more convincing, but the question is still 
whether the people destroy the leader to come, or whether the leader to come destroys the 
people, or whether the people of the leader to come are destroying the city and sanctuary 
as in the NASB reading. Gowan (2001:135) suggests that because Jerusalem was not 
destroyed by Antiochus, 160תחשׁ should be rendered ‘damaged,’ as this is one of the 
meanings the word can have elsewhere, and since this is supported by 1 Maccabees 1:20-
35 and 2 Maccabees 5:11-21. This is not impossible, but in my opinion the remainder of 
the verse tilts the scale in favour of ‘destroy.’  
‘And its/his end [will be] with/as a flood, and until the end [there will be] war; 
desolations are decreed’ (  ַעְו ףֶט ֶ֔שַּׁב וֹ֣צִּקְותוֹֽמֵֹמשׁ תֶצ ֶ֖רֱֶחנ ה ָ֔מָחְלִמ ץ ֵ֣ק ֙ד ). This last part of the 
sentence, like the rest of Daniel 9:26, is open to different translations and interpretations. 
                                                 
159 This is also advocated by Kline (1974:463) who believes that the verb תַרָכּ used for messiah’s death is reminiscent 
of covenant language. The verb is often used for making a covenant ‘by a cutting ritual which portrayed the curse of 
the covenant oath’ (Kline 1974:463). 
160 In Daniel the word occurs in 8:24-25 (three times), in the present verse, 9:26, and in 11:17. The NASB translates 
the occurrences in chapter 8 and 9 ‘destroy’ and the one in Daniel 11:17 as ‘ruin’, but the footnote to 8:24-25 
explains that what was translated ‘he will destroy to an extraordinary degree,’ ‘he will destroy mighty men’ and ‘he 
will destroy many’ could equally well be translated ‘corrupt’ in each case. In other words, these two verses may 
refer either to physical destruction or to mental destruction. No alternatives are suggested for the occurrences in 
chapters 9 and 11. 
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The first expression, וֹ֣צִּקְו, might be rendered ‘its end’ or ‘his end’, depending on whether 
one perceives a reference to a person (Antiochus Epiphanes, or more generally the ‘people 
of the prince to come’ or ‘the prince to come’) or to the sanctuary and the city (perceived 
as a unity; cf. Lucas 2002:244). Longman (1999:227) observes that the word ‘flood’ may 
indicate that this final devastation will not only be complete but also swift. 
There are no finite verbs in this last clause; all of them are participles. One might 
render ‘until the end, war [and] desolation are decreed,’ or ‘unto the end of the decreed 
war/battle there will be desolations’ (Collins 1993:346), or even ‘unto the end war, decreed 
desolations.’ This last phrase, according to Baldwin (1978:171), ‘takes up the prayer of 
verse 18’ and suggests that ‘[i]n the long term no promise can be made that Jerusalem will 
be spared suffering; rather the truth is that suffering is inevitable.’ But what is meant by 
‘end’? Because of its frequency in Daniel, a brief study of this word is in order. 
 
2.3.3.3.4 Excursus: ץֵק in the MT (with Special Reference to Daniel) and the DSS 
The significance of the term  ֵקץ  for Daniel is evident in the fact that fifteen of the sixty-
seven occurrences in the MT (i.e. 22%) appear in chapters 8-12, more than in any other 
biblical book.161 Twenty-one times the expression ץֵקִּמ appears with an indefinite (Gn 4:3, 
םיִָמי, days, i.e. after some time in the context) or a definite time expression (7/10/40 etc. 
days/years; i.e. after 7/10/40 etc. days/years).162 None of these are eschatological in nature, 
but refer to the end of a more or less specified, but limited period in time. The same 
applies to Nehemiah 13:6, 2 Chronicles 18:2, and Daniel 11:6 where, however, the 
expressions  ִָמי ץֵקְלםי  and  ִנָשׁ ץֵקְלםי  occur which are used in the same sense as ץֵקִּמ  ִָמיםי , i.e. 
‘after some time.’ It appears that in these later books the preposition is no longer ןִמ but ל, 
except where there is a quotation from Kings.163  
In Genesis 6:8 ץֵק is used without preposition or suffix and appears for the first 
time in the context of God’s judgment (the flood) on humankind. Similar references to 
God’s judgment upon Israel are frequent in the prophets. Jeremiah and Ezekiel note that 
                                                 
161 In the Aramaic section, the equivalent word תצק appears three times, always referring to the end of a certain period 
of time. 
162 Genesis 4:3; 8:6; 16:3; 41:1; Exodus 12:41; Numbers 13:25; Deuteronomy 9:11; 15:1; 31:10; Judges 11:39; 2 
Samuel 14:26; 15:7; 1 Kings 2:39; 17:7; Isaiah 23:15, 17; Jeremiah 13:6; 34:14; 42:7; Ezekiel 29:13; 2 Chronicles 
8:1. 
163 In Daniel 11:6 םִינָשׁ ץ ֵקְל refers to a particular period of time in the history of the kings of the north and south (cf. 
Talmon 2004:82): ‘after some years’ (NASB; םִינָשׁ ץ ֵ֤קְלוּ, lit. ‘at the end of [a few] years’). The same seems to apply 
to 11:13 (םִינָשׁ םי ִ֤תִּֽעָה ץ ֵ֨קְלוּ; NASB: ‘after an interval of some years;’ lit. ‘at the end of times, years’).  
  At 2 Kings 19:23, Isaiah 37:24, Jeremiah 50:26 ץֵק refers to a place. Isaiah 9:6 says that ‘there will be no end’ 
(ץֵק־ןֽיֵא) ‘to the increase of [Messiah’s] government or of peace’ (NASB). In Psalm 39:5 the psalmist asks God to 
remind him of his end, i.e. his death (cf. Job 6:11; Dn 11:45), but in Psalm 119:96, in Job and Ecclesiastes the word 
appears to be used in the sense of ‘limitation.’ 
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Judah’s end has come or is upon it:  ֵצִּק אָבּךְ  (Jr 51:13);  ֵקַּה אָבּ ץֵקץ   (Ezk 7:2);  ַלָע ץֵקַּהִךְי  (Ezk 
7:3); ץ ֵ֖קַּה א ָבּ אָבּ ץֵק (Ezk 7:6). Other instances in Ezekiel refer to the time (תֵע)164 of Israel’s 
doom, lit. ‘the time of the punishment of the end’:  ֵק ןוֲֹע תֵעְבּ ֹומוֹי אָבּץ  (Ezk 21:30 [EV 21:5]; 
cf. 21:34 [EV 21:9]; 35:5; Amos 8:2,  ִמַּע־לֶא ץֵקַּה אָבּי ; Lam 4:18,  ֵצִּק בַרָק ְלָמ וּני אָב־יִכּ וּניֵָמי וּא
 ֵצִּקוּני ).  
Habakkuk 2:3 and the references in Daniel remain to be examined. Habakkuk 2:3 
is important because it is closest in wording to the occurrences in Daniel:  ד ֵ֔עוֹמַּל ֙ןוֹזָח דוֹ֤ע י ִ֣כּ
 ָיְובֵ֑זְַּכי א֣לְֹו ץ ֵ֖קַּל ַח ֵ֥פ , ‘For the vision is yet for the appointed time; it hastens (lit. pants) toward 
the goal (  ֵקץ ) and will not fail (lit. lie)’ (NASB). Here, as in some instances in Daniel,  ֵקץ  
occurs together with דֵעוֹמ,165 which is often used for a particular time or season, especially 
the Jewish festivals, hence the translation ‘appointed time.’ Like many other occurrences 
in the prophetic books, this text refers to God’s judgment, both on Judah and later on 
Babylon, the instrument God would use to punish Judah. The prophet is assured that 
judgment will come, even if it seems to take a long time in Habakkuk’s time frame; in 
God’s, it is already determined and will come about at just the right time.  
Though there are similarities to Habakkuk 2:3 and Ezekiel 21:30, 21:34 and 35:5 
in Daniel, the way  ֵקץ  is used in this book is quite unique in several instances. The 
expression  ֵק־תֶעץ , for example, occurs only in Daniel. Moreover, except where the word is 
used with the 3ms pronominal suffix (9:26; 11:45), it is always indefinite.  
The first two occurrences of  ֵקץ  in Daniel are at 8:17 ( אָ־ןֶבּ ן ֵ֣בָהןֽוֹזָחֶה ץ ֵ֥ק־תֶעְל י ִ֖כּ ם ָ֔ד , 
‘understand, son of man, that for a time of end/end time is the vision;’ my translation) and 
8:19 (  ֔ךֲָעיִֽדוֹמ יְִ֣ננִהץ ֵֽק ד ֵ֥עוֹמְל י ִ֖כּ םַעָ֑זַּה תי ִ֣רֲחאְַבּ ֖הֶיְִהי־רֶשֲׁא ת ֵ֥א , ‘behold, I am making known to you 
what will be at the end of the indignation, since it is for an appointed time of end/end 
time;’ my translation). In both instances,  ֵקץ  is combined with another time word (תֶע or 
דֵעוֹמ), the expressions are indefinite (hence my translation ‘end time’), and in the context of 
the following explanation of the vision, the reference seems to be to a time in the distant 
future, probably to an eschatological point in time (cf. Hill & Matties 1997:955; Wagner 
1997:1156166). As in the other prophetic writings, there is also an element of judgment in 
view (8:25). Hasslberger (1977:59), however, questions whether  ֵק־תֶעְלץ  at 8:17 is an 
                                                 
164 The first time this word is used in conjunction with ץֵק, but the whole phrase is further modified by ןוֲֹע. 
165 דֵעוֹמ ‘frequently designates a determined time or place without regard to the purpose of the designation’ (Lewis 
1999:388; cf. also Sauer (1997:553), who notes with reference to Daniel 8:19; 11:27 that ‘The end of time is firmly 
established in advance’). 
166 Daniel ‘uses the word [ץֵק] as a fixed technical term. … This end may be calculated since it has been precisely 
predetermined by God (cf. Dan. 11:27; 12:7; 8:14; 12:12)’ (Wagner 1997:1156). Wildgruber (2013:220) notes that 
this definition does not apply to Daniel 11:6, 13, 21 and 45, but Wagner does not list these verses under this 
definition anyway.  
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eschatological reference, and prefers to interpret Daniel 8:17, 19 as references to the end of 
the time of the present tribulation which the author envisages, though he admits that 
certainty is impossible. Talmon (2004:82) similarly does not think that Daniel 8:17, 19 
refer to an eschatological time frame and lists these occurrences under the definition 
‘historical period,’ i.e. ‘a specific span of time in the past or future.’  
In Daniel 11:45 the form  ֹ צִּקו  (‘his end’) appears, i.e. the same grammatical form 
as Dn 9:26. In Daniel 11:45 it refers definitely to the death of the King of the North, as ‘his 
end’ will overtake him without there being anyone to help him (  ֵאְול ֵרזוֹע ןיוֹ ; cf. above on Ps 
39:5, Job 6:11), but the context in Daniel 9:26 is too vague to decide with any kind of 
precision to whom or what the expression refers.  
Daniel 11:27 and 35 are related most closely to the wording to Habakkuk 2:3. In 
11:27 the two kings of the North and South will speak to each other deceitfully, but the 
deceit (of the King of the North) will not succeed ‘for [the] end [will] still [be] at the 
appointed time’ (my translation;  ֵעוֹמַּל ץֵק דוֹע־יִכּד ; 11:27; cf. 8:19). Possibly this refers to the 
death of this person,167 but perhaps more is intended. Daniel 11:35 speaks about some of 
those having insight falling so that they will be purged ‘until [the] time of [the] end/end 
time, for [it is] still for the appointed time’ (my translation;  ַע ֵעוֹמַּל דוֹע־יִכּ ץֵק תֵע־דד ). Daniel 
11:40 starts a new paragraph with a phrase (  ֵק תֵעְבוּץ ) that is almost identical to 8:17 
(  ֵק־תֶעְלץ ; i.e. ל instead of ב, and no conjunction). In all these verses (i.e. Dn 8:17, 19; 11:27, 
35, 40) ץֵק seems to refer to the ‘apocalyptic end’, i.e. it is an eschatological term (cf. 
Wildgruber 2013:220-221). It is particularly significant that the expression  ֵק תֵעץ  
apparently always has such an eschatological connotation (8:17; 11:35, 40; 12:4, 9). 
Wildgruber (2013:221) notes: ‘Dieses Ende wird zu einer bestimmten Frist erwartet (V. 
27d), es begrenzt die Zeit der Prüfung der Weisen (V. 35a) und trifft schließlich ein (V. 
40a).’  
In Daniel 12:4 the heavenly interpreter tells Daniel to seal the book he is writing 
‘until [the] end of time’ (ץֵק תֵע־דַע), so also in verse 9. In 12:13 Daniel is told to go his way 
to the end (ץֵקַּל), for he will rise again for his ‘allotted portion at the end of the age’ ( ךְָלָֹרגְל
 ִָמיַּה ץֵקְלןי ; NASB). In Talmon’s opinion, only these last two occurrences of ץֵק are 
eschatological (Talmon 2004:83), but as has been shown, the references in Daniel 8:17, 19 
and 11:27, 35 and 40 also belong into this category (cf. Hill & Matties 1997:955; 
Wildgruber 2013:220-221). In particular the expression ץק תע seems to refer to an 
eschatological time frame. 
                                                 
167 Wildgruber (2013:220) notes the verse refers to the ‘personal end’ of this king (‘persönliches Ende’). 
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Concerning the meaning of ץֵק in Daniel 9:26, Talmon (2004:82) believes that the 
phrase ה ָ֔מָחְלִמ ץ ֵ֣ק ֙דַעְו ףֶט ֶ֔שַּׁב ו ֹ֣ צִּקְו in the context of the verse ‘is to be understood as referring to 
a historical period of devastating wars that mark the culmination of divine judgment.’ I 
would suggest that this is correct for ףֶט ֶ֔שַּׁב ו ֹ֣ צִּקְו, but that the second phrase, ‘until [the] end 
[there will be] war; desolations are decreed’ ( ה ָ֔מָחְלִמ ץ ֵ֣ק ֙דַעְו תו ֹֽ מֵֹמשׁ תֶצ ֶ֖רֱֶחנ ), looks beyond a 
particular historical period, and includes an eschatological reference. As in Daniel 11-12, 
this eschatological end occurs together with the end of the last king (cf. Wildgruber 
2013:224).  
In the DSS ץֵק appears 203 times, meaning ‘time,168 end, era’ (DSSEL glossary). 
Most occurrences refer to historical periods (Talmon 2004:85), and appear in phrases such 
as ‘time/era of wickedness/wrath/punishment’ (e.g. CD 1:5; 5:20 etc.). The meaning in the 
DSS is usually ‘“span of time, historical period,” not “time” generally’ (Talmon 2004:83), 
and only rarely denotes ‘eschatological time’ (Talmon 2004:85). The word also refers to 
‘fixed seasons of prayer or festal days’ (Talmon 2004:84), or to a ‘lifetime’ (Talmon 
2004:85).  
The expression 169ץק תע, which appears five times in Daniel as a standard term 
for eschatological time, occurs only twice in the DSS: once in 4Q285 (4QM) 9:2, which is 
too fragmentary to comment on;170 and in 4Q372 (4QNarr and Poetic Compb) 1:14—15. 
This reads: ‘And in all this Joseph [was given] into the hands of foreigners, who were 
devouring his strength and breaking all his bones until the time of the end for him.’ Here 
the reference is to the end of a particular time frame for a particular person, not to the 
eschatological end. It is rather surprising that ץק תע which occurs with a specialised 
meaning in Daniel appears only twice in documents generally believed to come from a 
similar time frame (i.e. around the second century BCE or later), and then only in rather 
obscure documents of which only fragments survive, not in the more important ones. Both 
words occur in the same line on only five more occasions, but not together to mean ‘time 
of the end.’  
                                                 
168 Brin (2001:264-265) rightly observes that in the DSS ץק is ‘constantly used … with reference to the subject of time, 
and … with various connotations to time,’ whereas in the HB it mainly appears with ‘the sense of “end” in relation 
to various matters’ (Brin 2001:264), though it may also have the sense of ‘time’ (usually in late biblical literature). 
This latter use, so Brin (2001:264) ‘has a clear sequel and development in post-biblical literature and in the Scroll 
literature.’ 
169 Gretler (2004:246) remarks that in Daniel the combination of two lexemes denoting time with ץק, such as ץק תע 
(e.g. in Dn 8:17; 11:35, 40; 12:4, 9), ץק דעומ (as in Dn 8:19), ןימימ ץק (Dn 12:13) as well as ץק alone (e.g. Dn 8:19; 
11:27; 12:6, 13) denote the end time, i.e. the eschatological time of the end. Cf. also Wilch (1969:111), who remarks 
that only in Daniel’s apocalypse is ‘eth ‘employed together with the concept of an absolute end of the world’s 
course of historical events,’ especially in ‘the genitive construction ‘eth qets’ which denotes ‘the absolute 
eschatological “End”.’ 
170 In fact, only these two words are readable in the line. 
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Expressions similar to Daniel’s ‘time of the end’ ( ק תעץ ) are conveyed somewhat 
differently in the DSS and are not very frequent. Two of these are ןורחא(ה) ץק(ה) ([the] time 
of [the] end; e.g. in 1QpHab 7:7, 12)171 and תעה תירחא.172 Two other expressions that occur 
in the DSS use the word תירחא: either ץק(ה or ל)  תירחא  (once each, in 4Q169 (4QpNah) 3-
4iii:3 – ‘end of time’ – and 4Q173 (4QpPsb) 1:5 – ‘last period’) or in reverse word order  ץק
תירחא (5Q16, an unclassified fragment where these are the only two readable words, both 
having been reconstructed without a translation being offered), and םימיה תירחא, translated 
‘the end of days/ the last days’ or ‘the latter days.’ This latter expression is far more 
common than any of the others, appearing twenty-six times and always together, with or 
without a preposition.173 This seems to be the standard expression in the DSS for the 
eschatological ‘last days.’  
In contrast, in many of the biblical occurrences the reference of the phrase  תיִרֲחאְַבּ
םיִָמיַּה is to some distant time in the future, usually to the exile or its end, but not as often to 
an eschatological end.174 Furthermore, the usage in the DSS is in my opinion quite 
different from that in the HB regarding this eschatological end. This may point to the fact 
that Daniel was in fact written at a different time and/or place than the DSS, as one would 
expect the terminology of material coming from the same time and place to be similar.   
 
2.3.3.3.5 Daniel 9:27 
Daniel 9:27, as ambiguous as the three preceding verses, is most important for the present 
investigation since it is the only verse in this part of the chapter where the word תיִרְבּ 
                                                 
171 DSSEL translates 1QpHab 7:7 […ןורחאה ץקה ךוראי רשא ורשפ] ‘This means that the Last Days will be long….’ The 
expression ןורחא ץק appears in 1QS 4:16-17 and is translated ‘last age.’ (In context, lines 16b-17a read: ‘God has 
appointed these spirits as equals until the last age, and set an everlasting enmity between their divisions’). Lastly, 
the expression  ןורחאה ץקל is found in 4Q169 (4QpNah) 3–4iv:3 (ותוכלמ לפשת רשא ןורחאה ץקל השנמ לע ורשפ ‘Its 
interpretation concerns Manasseh at the final age when his kingdom will be brought low …; DSSEL, italics added). 
172 4Q398 (4QMMTe) 14-17ii:4-6: ‘Reflect on all these matters and seek from him that he may support your counsel 
and keep far from you the evil scheming{s} and the counsel of Belial so that at the end of time, you may rejoice in 
finding that some of our words are true’ (DSSEL, italics added; ךממ קיחרהו ךתצע תא 5  ֯ן֯ק֯ת֯יש ונפלמ שקבו הלא לכב ןבה 
ן ֯כ ונירבד ת ֯צקמ ךאצמב תעה תירחאב חמשתש לשב 6 לעילב תצעו הער ת{ו}בשחמ). 
173 CD IV:4 and VI:11; 1QpHab IX:6; 1Q28 (1QSa) I:1; 4Q161 (4QpIs-a) 2-6:26; 4Q162 (4QpIs-b) ii:1; 4Q163 
(4QpIs-c) 6-7ii:15, 13:4 and 23ii:10; 4Q169 (4QpNah) 3-4ii:2; 4Q174 (4QFlor) 1-2i,21:2 & 12 & 15 & 19, 14:2; 
4Q397 (4QMMT-d) IV:13; 4Q398 (4QMMT-e) 11-13:4, 14-17i:6 as well as some smaller fragments. 
174 In the Bible this expression occurs 13 times, always with the preposition ב (cf. Steudel 1993:225), but only once in 
Daniel (10:14) where it refers to a point in the distant future of Daniel’s people long after the exile. The context 
seems to indicate not just the distant future, but an eschatological point in time. Gretler (2004:247) suggests that in 
this context the expression may be considered a terminus technicus for eschatological time. Collins (1997:75) 
observes that originally the phrase probably meant ‘in the course of time, in future days’ (as in Gn 49:1 and Nu 
24:14) but that later on it took on eschatological connotations. In the prophetic books it ‘implies a definitive 
transformation of Israel in the distant future,’ usually with reference to salvation, but in Ezekiel 38 and Daniel ‘the 
concept was broadened to include not only the age of salvation but also the drama that leads up to it’ (Collins 
1997:75). Willis (1979:69) argues that the phrase should be translated ‘“in the future” in most, if not all’ cases (cf. 
also Talmon 2003:795), since it is an indefinite term that depends on the context for identifying the immediate or 
more distant future envisaged. While admitting that some of these occurrences may well refer to the eschatological 
age or the messiah, he does not consider it a terminus technicus for the messianic age (Willis 1979:69).  
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appears. The verse is devoted to describing the events of the last of the seventy sevens and 
reads:  ְָ֗חנִמוּ חַ֣בֶז ׀תי ִ֣בְַּשׁי ַעוּ֜בָשַּׁה י ִ֨צֲחַו ד ָ֑חֶא ַעוּ֣בָשׁ םי ִ֖בַּרָל תי ִ֛רְבּ רי ִ֥בְּגִהְו ֙הָלָכּ־דַעְו ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ ףַ֤נְכּ ל ַ֨עְו ה
ֽםֵֹמשׁ־לַע ךְ ַ֖תִּתּ ה ָ֔צָרֱחֶ֣נְו – And he will establish/strengthen/cause to prevail a covenant for the 
many [for] one week, but in the middle of the week he will cause to cease sacrifice and 
(grain) offering, and upon the wing/extremity of abominations [will be] one who desolates, 
even until complete destruction/[the] end, namely that which is determined, will be poured 
out upon the one who desolates’ (my translation; but cf. Steinmann 2008:443).  
Questions about the meaning of the verse abound: What is meant by תי ִ֛רְבּ רי ְִ֥בּגִהְו? 
Who is the person who will make that covenant, and who are the many the covenant is 
being made for? What kind of covenant is in view? What is meant by the last half of the 
verse, i.e., what is the meaning of the phrases ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ ףַ֤נְכּ ל ַ֨עְו and  ךְ ַ֖תִּתּ ה ָ֔צָרֱחֶ֣נְו ֙הָלָכּ־דַעְו
ֽםֵֹמשׁ־לַע?  
Daniel 9:27 begins by noting that ‘he will establish/strengthen/cause to prevail a 
covenant for the many’ (  ְוםי ִ֖בַּרָל תי ִ֛רְבּ רי ִ֥בְּגִה ). The expression רי ִ֥בְּגִה for making a covenant is 
unique in the MT and the DSS. The normal words used for ‘making’ or continuing in a 
covenant are: תַרָכּ (lit. cut; Gn 15:18); םוּק (in the Hiphil, םיִקֵה; establish; Gn 9:11); ןַָתנ 
(give; Gn 17:1); םיִשׂ (‘set in place;’ 2 Sm 7:23:5); אוֹבּ (Ezk 16:8); even רַבָע (normally 
‘transgress,’ but ‘enter’ in Dt 29 and 1QS 1-3). While most of these words refer to God 
making a covenant with his people, human covenants are also said to be ‘cut’ (Josh 9:6) or 
‘entered’ into (אובּ; 1 Sm 20:8). The change of terminology in Daniel 9:27 is thus 
significant. רי ְִ֥בּגִהְו is the Hiphil175 perfect 3ms consecutive of רבג, which means in the Qal 
‘be strong, mighty’ (BDB); ‘excel, accomplish’ (HALOT); or ‘be mighty, prevail’ 
(CDCH).176 For the Hiphil BDB suggests for the present verse ‘confirm a covenant,’ 
HALOT ‘make a firm covenant,’ and CDCH177 ‘enforce.’ The basic idea of the word has 
to do with power, strength or superiority and excellence (cf. Kosmala 1977:368; Wakely 
1997:806; Kühlewein 1997:299), and this must be reflected somehow when translating the 
verb (Kosmala 1977:368).178 In the Qal the word is often used in military contexts where it 
                                                 
175 The Hiphil of רבג only occurs twice in the MT, here and at Psalm 12:5, but it is quite common in the DSS. It 
appears that there is not much difference in the translation values of the different stems of this verb.  
176 Oswalt (1999:148) gives the glosses ‘prevail, be mighty, have strength, be great;’ Wakely (1997:806) lists ‘be 
strong, accomplish, excel, swell, rise, prevail, be superior’ for the verb, adding for the Piel ‘strengthen, make excel, 
superior,’ for the Hiphil ‘make strong’ and for the Hithpael ‘show oneself mighty or superior to, behave/act with 
defiant hostility, show oneself insolent, proud.’ 
177 CDCH is significant in that it includes references to the DSS as well. This is reflected in the suggested glosses. 
178 In view of this, the German translation ‘er wird den Bund schwer machen’ (i.e. ‘he will make difficult/hard the 
covenant;’ so Luther 1984, Schlachter 1981 and Die Gute Nachricht) is in my opinion not correct. The Elberfelder 
translation (1987) has ‘er wird stark machen’ (i.e. ‘he will make strong’) in the substantial text, but in the footnote 
notes that others translate ‘er wird … schwer machen.’ Plöger (1965:133) translates ‘<Und es wird drückend sein 
ein Bund für viele> eine Woche (lang)’ and adds in a note that the word תיִרְבּ seems to be the subject of the sentence, 
so that he prefers an intransitive form of the verb רבג, hence his translation ‘und schwer [= drückend] wird sein’ 
(Plöger 1965:135; italics added). Furthermore, Plöger notes that it is not clear whether תיִרְבּ refers to the covenant 
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has the connotation of success in war (Wakely 1997:807; cf. Oswalt 1999:148). Quoting 
Baldwin (1978:171), Wakely (1997:809) suggests that the ‘use of the [Hiphil in Daniel 
9:27] implies forcing an agreement by means of superior strength.’  
However, Kline (1974:463-464) interprets the connections differently. He 
believes that the subject of the verb is the messiah of verse 26 (Kline 1974:463, n. 31), not 
the prince of a nation who is to come (though he thinks this also may refer to the messiah). 
He believes that the verb ריִבְּגִה in this verse does not refer to the initial covenant making 
but indicates ‘the powerful and ultimate execution of the sanctions of the covenant, both 
blessing and curse’ (Kline 1974:464) by using a verb that is even more emphatic than םיִקֵה 
would have been (Kline 1974:465). Kline goes on to note that though the Hiphil of רבג is 
rare in the MT, it occurs quite frequently in the DSS, especially in the Hodayot where it is 
often used in contexts where the thought is expressed that through the sufferings and 
persecutions of the psalmist ‘God demonstrates his power, or prevails’ (Kline 1974:465). 
However, even in these contexts, תירב is never the object of the verb, as it is in Daniel 
9:27.179 Perhaps closest to the usage in Daniel 9:27 are the two occurrences of רבג in Psalm 
103:11 and 117:2 where the psalmist states that God’s covenant faithfulness (דסח)180 is 
great towards or prevails over (רבג) those who fear him, i.e. his people. In both cases, רבג is 
a Qal perfect 3ms, with God as subject and דסח as object. In Psalm 103, furthermore, the 
context speaks of God’s removal of the sins of the people. In Daniel 9, too, the context 
refers to the forgiveness of Israel’s sin. Kline (1974:465) believes that the usage in these 
two Psalms is similar to that in Daniel 9:27 where ‘the covenant will be made to prevail 
answers to the “everlasting righteousness” and to the consummatory aspect in general of 
the purpose of the seventy weeks as stated in the opening verse (Dan. 9:24).’ Kline 
(1974:467) goes on to argue that Daniel 9:27 echoes Isaiah 9-10 (the divine title El Gibbor 
appears there), especially Isaiah 9:5 (Eng 9:6) and 10:21ff. He thinks that the use of ריִבְּגִה 
in Daniel 9:27 is in fact inspired by the use of the divine title רוֹבִּגּ לֵא in Isaiah, and that 
therefore the subject of the verb must be the messiah, not some antichrist figure. This 
interpretation is not impossible, but I believe the rest of the verse indicates otherwise.  
                                                                                                                                                 
with Yahweh mentioned in Daniel 11:22 and 28, or the ‘diatheke’ that the Hellenizers tried to force on the people 
(cf. 1 Macc 1:11) (Plöger 1965:135). He suggests that both concepts are related in that the ultimate goal of the 
Hellenizers was the gradual dissolution of the covenant with Yahweh, and therefore he thinks that in the context 
תיִרְבּ could possibly refer to both. I do not think this argument is convincing. Firstly, תיִרְבּ is feminine singular, and 
so it is unlikely that it is the subject of the masculine singular verb. Secondly, the nuances of רבג do not include the 
idea of something being ‘difficult, hard.’ Therefore I prefer the substantial Elberfelder and most English 
translations.  
179 Kline (1974:465) points out that 1QHa 10:26 (for him 1QHa 2:24) is a covenantal passage where ריִבְּגִה is used. This 
is correct, but it must be noted that the usage is quite different from Daniel 9:27. In the Hodayot passage, the 
psalmist states that God manifests his strength through the psalmist (םדא ינב דגנ יב הכריבגהו); in Daniel 9:27, it is the 
covenant that is the object of the verb.   
180 Kline (1974:465) says this word ‘is a virtual synonym for bərît.’ 
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In addition to the grammatical form of the verb its (indirect) object must also be 
considered when making a final decision about the best nuance in translation. The 
covenant is made with or for ‘the many’ (םי ִבַּרָל).181 The same expression appears in Isaiah 
53:11 to designate those who are justified by the Servant though they do not understand 
why he should suffer,182 and in Daniel 11:33 and 12:3 to designate a special group of 
people being taught by the םיִלִכְּשַׂמ. Is the reference in Daniel 9:27 to this special group, or 
is another group in view? Are the ‘many’ in Daniel 9:27 the ‘faithful remnant’183 or are 
they collaborators with the forces of evil, either the leaders of the community or the 
Hellenists in general (presuming a second century date)?  
In all these occurrences (i.e. Is 53:11; Dn 9:27; 11:33; 12:3)  ִבַּרםי  is as a 
substantival adjective. In Daniel 12:3  ִבַּרםי  appears with the definite article (in the phrase 
םי ִ֔בַּֽרָה ֙יֵקיִדְּצַמוּ; ‘and those who lead the many to righteousness’), but in Daniel 11:33, as in 
Daniel 9:27 and Isaiah 53:11, there is also a prefixed preposition ל: ‘those who have 
insight will give understanding to the many’ (םי ִ֑בַּֽרָל וּני ִָ֖בי ם ָ֔ע יֵלי ִ֣כְּשַׂמוּ). In Daniel 11:34 the 
word ‘many’ without the definite article refers to renegade Jews, but the occurrence in 
11:39 is similar to 11:33, i.e. with definite article (and the preposition ב): it is said that the 
King of the North will cause his supporters ‘to rule over the many.’ It seems therefore that 
the expression  ִבַּרָהםי , ‘the many,’ is a reference not to the general multitude that went 
along with Hellenistic reforms, but to a specialised group who in fact opposed them (cf. 
van der Kooij 1993:496-497). 
In my opinion this also applies in Daniel 9:27 where the translation of the phrase 
םי ִ֖בַּרָל תי ִ֛רְבּ רי ִ֥בְּגִהְו should be in line with the suggestion that whoever made a covenant with 
these many imposed (or enforced) it upon them (cf. Baldwin 1978:171; the gloss 
‘enforce’184 suggested in CDCH seems to infer this too): ‘He will impose/enforce a 
covenant on the many,’ with the implication that ‘the many’ must adhere to its terms. This 
                                                 
181 םיִבַּרָל is a masculine plural adjective with definite article and preposition ל, functioning as a substantive, hence ‘the 
many’, rather than simply ‘many.’ 
182 According to Fabry, Blum & Ringgren (2004:293) the plural of בַר can occur as a so-called ‘inclusive plural’ with 
the sense of ‘all,’ i.e. a ‘great multitude’, especially when it occurs in expressions such as םיִבַּר םיִמַּע or םיִבַּר ִםיוֹג. 
They relate the occurrence in Daniel 12:3 to ‘the many’ in Isaiah’s Fourth Servant Song who look 
uncomprehendingly at the suffering Servant, yet ‘who are nonetheless “justified” by the servant’ (Fabry, Blum & 
Ringgren 2004:293). 
183 In the Dead Sea Scrolls, the term םיברה refers to the ‘general membership’ of the sect (CD XIII:7, DSSEL; García 
Martínez 1996:43 has ‘the Many’; Vermes 1998:142 has ‘the Congregation’), as distinct from the leaders who are to 
instruct them. More than a third of the 180 occurrences of בר in the DSS have this nuance (sixty-eight; possibly 
seventy), and all except two of these sixty-eight (or seventy) occurrences are in scrolls related to either CD or 1QS. 
In other words, this specific use of the term is important to these documents, but not in other DSS, sectarian or 
otherwise.  
184 Kline (1974:465) also notes that that ריְִבּגִה here ‘has in view the enforcing of the terms of a covenant previously 
granted.’ However, he believes that therefore this ‘can only reefer to God’s faithful fulfilment of the covenant He 




indicates that ‘the many’ are probably not renegade Jews who presumably would have 
gladly accepted such an agreement (especially if it is granted that the first referent of these 
verses was the time of Antiochus IV). In addition, the word  ִרְבּתי  then cannot refer to the 
covenant between God and his people Israel, but must refer to some sort of political 
agreement (albeit with a religious content; contra Kline 1974:465). It also appears from the 
context that the person enforcing this covenant is the אָבַּה דיִָגנ of verse 26 (cf. Baldwin 
1978:171). In fact, most scholars agree on this, though the identity of the אָבַּה דיִָגנ is 
disputed. These words are the antecedent of רי ִ֥בְּגִהְו, the only words that are masculine 
singular and so agree with the verb in gender and number. Such an interpretation keeps the 
possibility of other referents open and is thus preferable, especially in view of the 
enigmatic nature of the text.185  
Slotki (1951:79; cf. more recently also Redditt 1999:163) suggests that the word 
םיִבַּר means ‘the great ones’ and refers to the ‘chiefs of the people.’186 However, in view of 
the similarity of expression to that in Daniel 11 and the DSS187 where it seems to refer to a 
particular group of people, I think this is unlikely.  
A different proposition is that of Lebram (1984:105) who suggests the 
translation: ‘Aber stark wird der Bund der Vielen sich eine Jahrwoche lang zeigen.’ He 
argues that the Bund der Vielen is probably the cultic community of the people of God 
(Lebram 1984:105), in fact those among them who were strongly opposed to the 
occupation and desecration of the temple in Jerusalem (Lebram 1984:110). In view of the 
fact that the covenant being made seems to concern the sacrificial system this is not 
unlikely. The question is, however, whether תיִרְבּ here is indeed the subject of the verb 
ריִבְּגִהְו or whether it is not better considered as the object of the sentence. Van der Kooij 
(1993:497) notes that if the meaning was ‘der Bund der Vielen,’ one would expect a 
Hebrew construction like םיִבַּרָה , not םיִבַּרָל . On the other hand, if the expression is 
                                                 
185 This explanation does not preclude a reference to Antiochus Epiphanes. However, many scholars believe that the 
verse refers to a covenant he is said to have made with renegade Jews (Porteous 1965:143; Lacocque 1979:197-198; 
Goldingay 1991:262; cf. Towner 1984:144 who refers to 1 Macc 1:54). For the reasons cited above, I think this is 
less likely. Lucas (2002:245) also agrees with this position, but continues to point out the different interpretations of 
scholars who consider this section to be a reference to Jesus Christ. He notes that some argue that the verb ריְִבּגִה 
does not mean ‘confirm’ or ‘make strong’ but ‘cause to prevail,’ in which case it is considered to be ‘a reference to 
the ministry of Jesus ending in his death (being ‘cut off’) in the middle of the week’ and that the destruction at the 
end of the verse refers to that by the Romans in AD 70 (cf. Steinmann 2008:474185) or to the ‘coming of the 
Antichrist at some indefinite time in the future’ (Lucas 2002:245). Others consider the ‘death of Jesus as marking 
the end of the sixty-ninth week’ and suggest that the ‘whole of the last week’ refers ‘to the coming of the Antichrist 
at some indefinite time in the future’ (Lucas 2002:245). The problem with both views is that it requires the 
imposition of a gap between the sixty-two weeks and the last week that appears to have no basis in the text. 
186 Slotki (1951:79) has two suggestions as to their identity and the possible historical setting of this covenant: if the 
text refers to the second century BCE and Antiochus Epiphanes, they are renegade Jews, but if the reference is to the 
first century CE and Vespasian, the covenant ‘refers to “the seven-years” (one week) treaty he made with the Jewish 
leaders, assuring them of peace, but [which was] broken before half the period had elapsed.’ 
187  Where םיִבַּר is only once translated ‘leaders’, in 1 QpHab IV:2. 
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considered an Aramaism, Lebram’s translation makes sense. However, this is not certain; 
in addition, in Hebrew תיִרְבּ is feminine (BDB), and so the verb form does not agree with 
the gender of the supposed subject. Therefore it seems better to adopt the traditional 
translation ‘He will make strong a covenant for/with the many’ (cf. van der Kooij 
1993:497), with the proviso that this ‘making strong’ implies force and that the expression 
‘the many’ refers to faithful Jews.   
The covenant is apparently made for a limited time: ‘one seven’ (דָחֶא ַעוּבָשׁ), and 
the remainder of the verse seems to indicate that it refers particularly to cultic observances 
(‘sacrifices and offerings’ are mentioned, and elsewhere in the MT וּקִּשׁץ  refers to idols or 
foreign gods188). This limit is interesting in view of the fact that God’s covenant(s) are all 
unlimited (another point against the notion that it is God who made it).189 Yet even this 
limited period is too long for the one who makes the covenant. In the ‘middle of the week 
he will cause sacrifice and offering to cease’ (ה ְָ֗חנִמוּ חַ֣בֶז ׀תי ִ֣בְַּשׁי ַעוּ֜בָשַּׁה י ִ֨צֲחַו).190 At the 
beginning of the chapter Daniel prayed to the God who ‘keeps covenant and 
lovingkindness.’ This person will not even be bound by his own rules. Not only will the 
normal cult be abrogated, but ‘upon [the] edge/pinnacle [there will be] abominations, one 
who desolates, until complete destruction, namely that which is determined, will be poured 
out upon [the] one/thing that desolates’ ( ל ַ֨עְו ֽםֵֹמשׁ־לַע ךְ ַ֖תִּתּ ה ָ֔צָרֱחֶ֣נְו ֙הָלָכּ־דַעְו ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ ףַ֤נְכּ , my 
translation).191 This is just an attempt to make sense of a very difficult Hebrew clause that 
has baffled scholars. The meaning seems to be that though for a time there will be horrible 
abominations instead of true worship of Yahweh at his sanctuary,192 in the end, these 
abominations (and those who cause them to be where they should not be) will be utterly 
                                                 
188 Freedman & Welch (2006:467) correctly observe that in ‘Deuteronomy and Kings šiqqûṣ refers specifically to the 
worship of foreign gods and idols.’ The same applies to Jeremiah and Ezekiel (Freedman & Welch 2006:467-468). 
They believe that in the present context the plural ‘may represent a partial dittography’ (Freedman & Welch 
2006:469), that the expression  ִצוּקִּשׁ) ֙םי( ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ  ‘probably contains a play on ba‘al šāmayim … the Phoenician 
counterpart to Zeus’ and that it refers to an image rather than an altar. In their summary they note that the root šqṣ 
belongs to the lexical field of ‘uncleanness’ and ‘expresses “the strongest revulsion” and abomination on the part of 
Yahweh toward uncleanness and idolatry’ (Freedman & Welch 2006:469). Keel (1998:230), however, makes the 
interesting observation that in several instances šiqqûṣ refers not to idols, but to prohibited food (Zech 9:7), or to 
something ritually unclean (Nah 3:6). He thinks that šiqqûṣ here in Daniel 9:27 refers not an idol (least of all Baal-
Shamem; Keel 1998:231ff), but to a sacrificial act, namely the sacrifices of pigs offered on the altar, to which the 
reference in Daniel 8:13 (ם ֵֹ֔משׁ עַשׁ ֶ֣פַּהְו) as well as Josephus (Ant. 12, 253) also point (Keel 1998:230). The ambiguity 
of the text would seem to allow either option, but in my opinion idolatry seems to be more likely, esp. in view of 
Daniel’s study of Jeremiah (cf. n. 192 below). 
189 Plöger (1965:135) actually suggests that תירב may refer both to the Yahweh covenant and that of the Hellenists who 
wanted to get rid of it. This view, I think, is unlikely for the reasons stated. 
190 Note that there is no change of subject; therefore it is likely that the same person who makes strong the covenant is 
also the person who causes the stoppage of the sacrifices. 
191 Meyer (2006:243) suggests that if MT is retained, one might translate: ‘In the middle of the week, he shall make 
sacrifice and offering cease; and on the wings of abominations there will be something that brings desolation, until 
the end and decree of destruction are poured out upon the desolator.’ He thinks that the one who brings desolation 
will put ‘an end to the legitimate cult’ but in the end he (probably Antiochus Epiphanes) will himself be destroyed. 
Dommershausen (1995:231) believes that the expression  ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ ףַ֤נְכּ ל ַ֨ע may suggest ‘the sudden and unusually 
terrifying appearance of the destroyer.’  
192 Several times Jeremiah (4:1; 7:30; 13:27; 16:18; 32:34) and Ezekiel (5:11; 7:20; 11:18, 21; 20:7, 8, 30) complain 
about their countrymen’s idol worship, using the term šiqqûṣ. 
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destroyed. Lust (2001:686) argues convincingly that the participle  ֵֹמשׁם  has ‘an active and a 
transitive meaning (just as in Ezk 36:3) and that the last phrase of the verse should be 
translated ‘[u]ntil the decreed end is poured out over ( ע ךתתל ) the “appaller” ( משׁם ).’ The 
expression ‘pour out over’ ( נע ךתל ) ‘is usually followed by the name of a person or persons 
upon whom “wrath” or “the end” is poured out’ (Lust 2001:686), rather than an abstract 
notion such as “desolation”’ (Lust 2001:686). While I do not favour Lust’s overly specific 
identification of that person as Antiochus Epiphanes (Lust 2001:687), I think it is a valid 
suggestion that םמשׁ may refer to a person in this context.193  
Plöger (1965:133) translates this part of Daniel 9:27 ‘und auf Flügel(n) von 
Greueln (kommt) einer, der verwüstet, bis sich das vorgesehene Ende ergießt auf den, der 
verwüstet.’ He notes that the second half of the verse seems to refer to Antiochus 
Epiphanes, who in December 167 BCE prohibited the Jewish cult and converted the 
Jerusalem Temple into a sanctuary for the Greek god Zeus (Plöger 1965:142). The end of 
the seventieth week was set to be the time when this destroyer would himself be destroyed, 
a time frame vague enough to be considered approximately right for the ultimate death of 
Antiochus (Plöger 1965:142). Hartman and DiLella (1978:253), in line with an alternative 
suggested by Plöger,194 propose that the phrase ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ is an intentional 
mispronunciation for ‘Baal Shamayim’ (cf. Freedman & Welch 2006:469). All these 
historical allusions are of course valid in themselves, but the vagueness of the text allows 
also for other, eschatological interpretations.  
 
2.3.3.4 Summary Remarks on Daniel 9:24-27 and Covenant Terminology in this Section 
Daniel 9:24-27 are among the most enigmatic, if not the most enigmatic, verses in the HB. 
They contain God’s response to Daniel’s prayer of repentance which includes both 
covenant promises and threats, but more of the latter, and not as explicit as the covenant 
terminology that prevails in the first part of Daniel 9. Textual difficulties abound in this 
section, as do interpretations. Verse 24 covers the whole of the ‘seventy sevens’ by noting 
that during that time period the sin of God’s people (in its manifold aspects) would be 
                                                 
193 Goldingay (1991:263) points out the parallel to Daniel 8:13 and notes that in the present verse the phrase םמשׁ עשׁפה 
has been replaced by םמשׁמ םיצוקשׁ. Goldingay makes the interesting suggestion that ץקשׁ may have been chosen 
because of its numerical value, 490, or because of the association of both ץקשׁ and םמשׁ in texts such as Jeremiah 4; 
7; 44; and Ezekiel 5; 6 and 7 (Goldingay 1991:263). The plural form םיצוקשׁ may be in analogy to the Hebrew word 
םיִהלֱֹא (Goldingay 1991:263; cf. Lacocque 1979:199). 
194 Plöger mentions Eissfeldt’s (1963:433) suggestion that ַףנְכּ לַעְו might actually refer to ָףנָכּ לַעַבּ, the ‘Lord of Wings’, 
which may be a title of the Phoenician god of heaven, and which may in turn refer to the Greek god Zeus. If this is 
so, the following two words, ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ, would be in apposition to this title to make it ‘a Lord of Wings, of 
Abominations, a Destroyer’ (Plöger 1965:135). Plöger further speculates that this could then imply that ָףנָכּ לַעַבּ may 
be the subject of תיִבְַּשׁי, and the whole phrase could then be translated ‘and a Lord of Wings will stop burnt 
offerings.’ However, he himself prefers to follow MT as he understands it.  
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dealt with and that ultimately ‘everlasting righteousness’ will be established, together with 
the ‘sealing up’ (authenticating) of ‘vision and prophet’ and the anointing of a ‘holy of 
holies,’ which could be either a person or a place. If any of these verses can be interpreted 
messianically, then this verse would be it. Certainly ‘everlasting righteousness’ is an 
eschatological ideal never achieved yet in the history of humankind in general and of Israel 
in particular. Christ died on the cross for the sins of the world, and in this sense he did 
indeed bring in ‘everlasting righteousness,’ though the final consummation of this fact will 
only be experienced in the age to come. In this sense one may consider these verses with 
Brueggemann (1997:267) as ‘promissory.’  
Brueggemann (1998:267) defines a ‘promissory text’ as a text which ‘embodies 
God’s self-commitment’ to his people, which then ‘lingers in the exilic and post-exilic 
community as an anchor for faith and hope in a context of fickleness and despair.’ He 
further notes that a promissory text  
is not a [mere] prediction, but it is a promise to which Israel clings because of Israel’s 
confidence in the promise-maker. The promissory text is not “used up” or exhausted in any 
fulfillment or partial fulfilment, but continues to stand, in situation after situation, in 
generation after generation, as a witness and testimony to what God intends that has not yet 
come to fruition (Brueggemann 1998:267). 
Though Brueggemann (1998:267) writes this regarding Jeremiah 30-33, I believe 
it applies to Daniel 9:24-27 (and indeed to 11:35-12:13) as well. Wright (2014:304) takes 
Brueggemann’s statement further by arguing that a promissory text must therefore be 
interpreted ‘on three horizons,’ i.e. ‘the same text may find fulfilment at different points … 
along the great biblical story.’ These are 1. ‘the horizon of the prophet’s own world,’ i.e. 
‘the OT era itself;’ 2. ‘the horizon of the New Testament,’ i.e. the interpretation of the text 
in relation to Jesus Christ; and 3. ‘the eschatological horizon of the return of Christ and the 
new creation’ (Wright 2014:304). In this case, the first application of Daniel 9:24-27 may 
well have been to the situation under Antiochus Epiphanes, but Christians were also 
justified in applying the verses to Christ as well as to present and future times of difficulty 
and indeed the time of tribulation predicted for the end of the age. Certainly Daniel 9:24-
27 is enigmatic and ambiguous enough to allow for such different applications.  
Daniel 9:25-27 discuss the events of the ‘seventy sevens’ in more detail, and in 
three divisions: seven sevens, sixty-two sevens, and one seven. The first seven sevens are 
dealt with cursorily, almost as an aside. A ‘word’ (or ‘command’) would go out ‘to return 
and rebuild Jerusalem,’ and from the time that happened to the coming of an enigmatic 
‘anointed one, a leader/prince’ there will be ‘seven sevens’ or ‘seven sevens and sixty-two 
sevens’ (depending on the translation; early Christian interpretation has usually adopted 
the second view). It was noted that this ‘anointed one’ could be either a royal or a priestly 
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figure, and that a messianic interpretation is not impossible. The ‘sixty-two sevens’ too do 
not receive much attention beyond the fact that it is noted that these are ‘troubled times’ 
during which Jerusalem would be rebuilt.  
The focus of the prophecy is on what happens after these seven sevens and sixty-
two sevens (vv. 26-27). The first thing is that ‘an anointed one will be cut off and will have 
nothing.’ It was noted that this person is often considered to be one of the High Priests 
(Onias III), though a messianic interpretation cannot be ruled out completely, in which 
case it would refer to Christ. Then the rebuilt city and sanctuary will be destroyed by ‘the 
people of the prince to come.’ Then ‘his [the prince’s] or its [the city and sanctuary’s] end 
will come with a flood’ and until the very end there will be war and terrible destruction (v. 
26). Verse 27 refers specifically to the last seven, more precisely to the second half of the 
last seven. Someone, most likely the ‘prince to come’ (since he is the immediate 
antecedent of the first verb in v. 27), though possibly the ‘anointed one’ (less likely, since 
he is a more remote antecedent of the first verb in v. 27), will ‘cause to be 
strong/impose/enforce a covenant’ on a group called ‘the many’ (most likely faithful 
Jews), apparently referring to cultic procedures. However, the rest of the verse then notes 
that this covenant will not be adhered to for long, since ‘in the middle of the [last] seven’ 
this person will abolish ‘sacrifice and offering.’ Instead, some horrible abomination will be 
set up, but ultimately the person causing these abominations will himself be destroyed. The 
whole tenor of verse 27 is negative, hence it is less likely that there is a messianic 
reference here. Therefore I believe that initially the covenant here is not one of the 
covenants God made with his people, but a political one, albeit referring to religious 
practices (though some, e.g. Steinmann 2008:474, think it refers to the new covenant 
Christ instituted; cf. also Kline 1974).  
As already noted, the ambiguous nature and the vast variety of possible 
interpretations of this text indicates that more than one application is possible. Perhaps the 
first reference was indeed to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, though of course the 
complete destruction of Jerusalem at that time is one of the predictions that remained 
unfulfilled. It was certainly applied to Christ by the early church, and this interpretation 
has a long history, though the details of a messianic interpretation are again debatable. 
Jesus himself referred to Daniel 9:27 when he warned his disciples about events relating to 
the fall of Jerusalem to the Romans (Mt 24:15; Mk 13:14), though these events themselves 
were merely foreshadowing more sinister eschatological times. This paves the way for 




2.4 Explanatory Notes on Daniel 10-12 with Particular Reference to 
Covenant  Terminology  
2.4.1 Introduction to Daniel 10-12 
Daniel 10-12 comprise the last and most comprehensive of the vision reports in the book. 
Chapter 10 introduces the vision by giving a detailed account of its setting. The main 
vision (or perhaps rather audition, cf. Goldingay 1991:282, since the angel explains what 
will happen to Daniel and it is not clear if Daniel also sees what is being explained) is 
reported from chapter 11:1-12:4, though the angel actually begins speaking in 10:20. 
However, 10:20-21 are introductory to the main speech which outlines the history of the 
remainder of the Persian empire briefly and that of the Greek empire which will succeed it 
in greater detail than the previous visions in chapters 7-9. Chapter 12:5-13 is usually 
considered an epilogue, though Meadowcroft (2004b:106) argues that rather than being an 
epilogue (and chapter 10 a prologue), Daniel 12:5-13 and Daniel 10 form ‘the framework 
within which ch. 11 may be understood.’ Goldingay (1991:289) rightly observes that these 
chapters ‘are given special emphasis by their length and their location at the end of the 
book.’195 In Wildgruber’s opinion, Daniel 10-12 provide in fact the key to understanding 
the whole book, as indicated by the title of her study: Daniel 10-12 als Schlüssel zum Buch 
(Wildgruber 2013).  
I shall briefly discuss chapter 10:1-11:19, then focus on 11:20-45, with particular 
attention to those sections where the word  תיִרְבּ occurs, and conclude with a brief overview 
of chapter 12. Before doing this, however, it is important to draw the connection of this 
vision to Daniel 9.196 Daniel had been praying and confessing his people’s sins since he 
presumed from his understanding of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the 70 years that the 
deliverance of the Jews from exile was drawing near (9:2). Daniel 9 is set at the very 
beginning of the Persian rule, before Cyrus’ decree that allowed the Jews (and other 
captive nations) to return to their homeland, provided they promised to pray for him. In 
Daniel’s prayer he not only confessed his sin, but also pleaded with God to fulfil his 
promise through Jeremiah. As an answer to his prayer, the angel Gabriel explained to him 
that far from being over, the problems of the Jewish people were not going to stop with the 
end of the seventy year exile, but would go on for seventy weeks of years, i.e. 490 years, 
probably a symbolic figure indicating an indefinite length of time, a time that would be 
                                                 
195 This includes the lengthy introduction to the vision, which contrasts significantly with the brevity of the 
introductions to the visions in chapters 7 and 8. Goldingay (1991:289) also notes that links between these chapters 
and the previous visions ‘are pointed up by links of vocabulary’ (such as תֹודוּמֲח ,ןיב). 
196 Block (2006:49) rightly observes that the ‘numerous links with 9:24-27 suggest that chapter 11 functions as a kind 
of resumptive exposition of the earlier text, with Daniel’s attention being fixed on the historical events that will 
surround the coming of the Messiah.’ 
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fraught with opposition and war. We are not told how Daniel reacted to this revelation, but 
it is likely that he continued pondering it and perhaps it was in reaction to his uncertainty 
about it, compounded by news of the returned exiles, that he embarked on his fast (10:2).  
 
2.4.2 The Setting of the Vision/Audition (Daniel 10:1-19) 
Chapter 10 introduces Daniel, now an old man of about 85 years of age (Miller 1994:276), 
still in Persia, though probably no longer in the king’s service (cf. Dn 1:21),197 who has 
been ‘mourning for three weeks’ (Dn 10:2). He identifies himself both by his Jewish name, 
Daniel, and by his Babylonian name, Belteshazzar, perhaps to ensure that his readers will 
recognize him as the same person who had previously served at the courts of 
Nebuchadnezzar, Belshazzar and Darius the Mede respectively (Miller 1994:276; see also 
Albani 2010:238).198  
The historical background of the vision in Daniel 10-12, apart from the note that 
this is Cyrus’ third year on the throne, i.e. about 536/535 BCE (Longman 1999:246), is 
lacking. This is the only vision set in the reign of Cyrus.199 Presumably Daniel has seen the 
first of the exiles return to Judah (since Cyrus’ decree to this effect went out two years 
earlier, cf. Ezra 1:2-4; 2 Chr 36:23), though this is not explicitly stated.200 Ezra 3 tells us 
how the about 50000 returned exiles began to rebuild first the altar of burnt sacrifice and 
then the temple, but Ezra 4:4-5 goes on to explain that the rebuilding of the temple 
building was thwarted by ‘the people of the land’ who ‘discouraged the people of Judah 
and made them afraid to build and bribed counselors against them to frustrate their 
purpose, all the days of Cyrus king of Persia, even until the reign of Darius king of Persia’ 
(NASB). It is possible that a report of the difficulties the people faced had reached Daniel 
which caused him to engage in a lengthy time of fasting and prayer for his people, trying 
to understand the situation (cf. Shea 1983:233).  
                                                 
197 The OG reads ‘first year’ here, but Collins (1993:372) notes that this ‘has been taken as a harmonization with’ 
Daniel 1:21 (cf. Hartmann & DiLella 1978:262), though he also remarks that the ‘alteration … may be accidental’ 
(Collins 1993:372).  
198 Longman (1999:246) suggests that he may have wanted to remind his readers that ‘even at the end of his life [he 
was] still in exile.’ 
199 Unless one assumes that Darius the Mede is to be identified with Cyrus (as do e.g. Colless 1992; Wiseman 1965:12-
14), in which case chapters 8-9 are also set in Cyrus’ reign. An interesting suggestion is made by Hartman & 
DiLella (1978:277) who note that the ‘fictitious date’ of ‘the “third year of Cyrus,” or 536 B.C., was deliberately 
written here so that the years of Daniel’s ministry, which began in 606 … would total the biblically perfect number 
seventy. If this suggestion be correct, then it could also be said that Daniel’s “perfect” (i.e. most significant and 
extensive) vision took place in the seventieth or “perfect” year of his ministry.’ As noted in the introduction to this 
chapter, I do not believe that the date references in Daniel are fictitious, but the suggestion is nonetheless intriguing, 
since it would imply another oblique reference to the perfect number seven/seventy. 
200 Collins (1993:372) observes that here as elsewhere in Daniel the return of the exiles is being ignored. This may be a 
point in favour of a second century dating when the exile was no longer a matter of urgent concern to either the 
writer or audience. On the other hand, one may argue that this is a deliberate omission on the part of the writer, who 
may have assumed it was common knowledge among his audience.  
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Daniel’s vision takes place on the ‘twenty-fourth day of the first month’ by the 
river Tigris, after living for three weeks on the most basic of foods and denying himself all 
luxury (10:3; cf. Howe 2008:446). If a second century dating is accepted, Daniel would 
probably have fasted because, as Lucas (2002:275) notes, ‘Antiochus Epiphanes [had] 
“turned [the feast of Passover and Unleavened Bread] into mourning” by’ proscribing 
them. In any case, the timing of the vision is significant, as Passover celebrates the exodus 
of Israel from slavery in Egypt, but instead of celebrating, Daniel was mourning. Albani 
(2010:239) correctly argues that this may indicate Daniel’s desire for the deliverance of the 
Jews from Babylonian exile.201 In addition, Seow (2003:154) remarks, if the seventy years 
of Jeremiah were to be taken literally, his predictions as well as those of Isaiah 40-55 
‘should have been fulfilled, for Jerusalem has indeed paid her dues and “her conflict” has 
ended.’ But Daniel finds that this is not the case, hence his fasting and prayer, and 
probably further reflection on the explanation he had received earlier (9:24-27).  
The description of the vision of the heavenly being (Dn. 10:5-6) is reminiscent of 
the appearance of Christ to John in Revelation 1 (cf. Hartmann & DiLella 1978:280; 
Hammer 1976:102). This has naturally led a number of scholars to assume that in the 
present text we have a revelation of the pre-incarnate Christ (e.g. Steinmann 2008:479;202 
Young 1949:225).203 In favour of such an identification is the description of the figure, 
which is radically different from the heavenly interpreters and the angel Gabriel in 
chapters 7 to 9, since in those chapters there is in fact no clear description of the persons 
who explain the visions to Daniel. In contrast to the rather down-to-earth descriptions of 
the persons explaining his visions or thoughts to Daniel in chapters 7 to 9,204 the vision in 
                                                 
201 We are not told why Daniel ‘had ... not been repatriated to Palestine’ (Seow 2003:153). Perhaps it was due to his 
age; perhaps he served longer in the Persian government and was unable to go (notwithstanding the note in Dn 1:21; 
cf. Miller 1994:277); or perhaps he felt he should remain as a spiritual guide to those of the exiles who had remained 
in Babylon. Whatever the reason, and despite the Persian’s more liberal outlook towards exiled people, he obviously 
still felt the burden of the exile intensely. Though the people were free to go back to their homeland, they were not 
really free in that they were still under the dominion of a foreign power, and as a new element in a now more or less 
hostile environment they faced opposition all around (cf. Ezr 4:4-5). 
202 Steinmann (2008:482) suggests that this vision, according to the date given it in this chapter, places it ‘just a few 
weeks before work began to rebuild the foundation of the temple in Jerusalem (Ezra 3:8)’ and opines that the 
warfare described in 10:20-11:1 ‘most probably concerned efforts by Christ and his angels to defend the work on the 
temple from evil spirits, who naturally would oppose the reestablishment of God’s dwelling place on earth as the 
site of sacrifice for the forgiveness of sins and the salvation of all who believe.’ Steinmann of course believes that 
the heavenly figure here is the pre-incarnate Christ, a view that is debatable, as the discussion below shows. It is also 
anachronistic to speak of ‘Christ’ in the OT era – one should at least qualify it by noting that it was the pre-
incarnate Christ that is in view. 
203 So apparently also Hartmann & DiLella (1978:279-280), though their opinion is not quite clear. They suggest that 
the identification of the figure as Gabriel ‘is far from certain’ and quote Charles (2006:257) who notes that Daniel’s 
reaction to this figure is far more intense than to Gabriel in previous chapters. Charles (2006:257) argues that one 
should read instead of שׁיא דחא , ‘a man,’ ‘one like a son of man’ דחא שׁיאכ, i.e. a theophany. So also Buchanan 
(1999:303), who remarks that the description is to convince the reader ‘that this was a divine being.’  
204 Daniel 7:16 tells us how Daniel, anxious about what he had dreamt, ‘approached one of those who stood there and 
asked him the truth concerning all this’ (ESV). It is not even clear who that person is, but Daniel does not seem to be 
afraid of him. In 8:15 we are told how Daniel, wondering about the meaning of the preceding vision, saw standing 
before him ‘one having the appearance of a man’ (ESV). This seems to refer to the angel Gabriel, who then receives 
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chapter 10 is quite awe-inspiring. Though still in form looking like a human being, the 
description of this man’s body as ‘like beryl’ (שׁי ִ֗שְׁרַתְכ וָֹ֣תיִּוְגוּ), his face as ‘the appearance of 
lightning’ ( ֙קָרָב ה ֵ֤אְרַמְכּ וי ָ֞נָפוּ), his eyes as ‘flaming torches’ (שׁ ֵ֔א יֵדי ִ֣פַּלְכּ ֙וָיניֵעְו), his limbs as ‘the 
gleam of burnished bronze’ (  ְגְּרַמוּ ֙ויָֹתע ֹֽ ְרזוּל ָ֑לָק תֶשׁ ֹ֣ ְחנ ןי ֵ֖עְכּ וי ָ֔תלֹ ) and his voice as that of ‘the 
sound of a multitude’ (ןוֹֽמָה לוֹ֥קְכּ וי ָ֖רָבְדּ לוֹ֥קְו) is supernatural indeed. The ‘gleam of burnished 
bronze’ (  ןיֵעְכּ ֹ ְחנ תֶשׁ ָלָקל ) appears also in Ezekiel 1:7 in the description of the four living 
creature’s legs, but otherwise those beings are described quite differently. Albani 
(2010:240) suggests that the description here is that of a heavenly priest, and that the 
purpose is to highlight the ‘nature of light’ (Lichtnatur) of the heavenly being appearing to 
Daniel. All this, including Daniel’s reaction to the vision which is much stronger than in 
the previous chapters, indicates that this might indeed be a manifestation of the 
preincarnate Jesus.205 
Against such an identification, however, is the explanation by this person that he 
has been delayed because he had to overcome the opposition of the ‘prince of Greece’ with 
the help of Michael, ‘one of the chief princes’ (Dn 10:13). The book of Daniel 
continuously emphasizes God’s complete control over events that take place on earth, as 
‘commander-in-chief’ so to speak, and therefore it is more likely that this figure is an 
angel, perhaps even Gabriel himself (cf. Porteous 1965:152; Reditt 1999:169-171), though 
this identification is not made explicit (cf. Collins 1993:373; Albani 2010:241). In 
addition, the heavenly figure says that no-one helped him (lit. showed himself strong, the 
Hithpael participle of קזח) against the prince of Greece except your prince Michael 
(interestingly the suffix is 2mp, ֽםֶכְרַשׂ; referring to the nation of Israel or perhaps more 
narrowly Daniel and his companions, though they are hiding); it is more likely that if the 
heavenly figure was indeed a manifestation of God himself that he would have said ‘my 
people.’ Furthermore, if it is accepted that Ezekiel’s vision influenced this description, it 
must be noted that the beings Ezekiel saw were not divine figures, but angelic beings 
                                                                                                                                                 
from a man’s voice the instruction to go and help Daniel understand what he has seen (Dn 8:16). This time, Daniel 
is frightened and apparently faints (Dn 8:17-18), but after having been touched by the angel is able to receive the 
instruction given (8:19ff). No description is given of the angel or the person who instructs him to talk to Daniel, 
apart from saying that he looked like a human being. Daniel 9:20-21 simply reports that Gabriel, whom Daniel had 
seen in a previous vision, came ‘in swift flight’ and gave him the message of the seventy year-weeks. Nothing is 
said about Daniel’s feelings or Gabriel’s appearance. 
205 Wildgruber (2013:272) observes that it is no longer possible to ascertain in how far real visionary experiences lie 
behind the report of Daniel 10, but that the setting as a visionary revelation gives Daniel 10-12 ‘eine besondere 
Autorität.’ Moreover, she notes, through the vision heaven and earth, the divine and human sphere, are combined 
(Wildgruber 2013:272). On the verbal plane, the significance of the vision becomes clear through the use of the 
words תמא (‘truth’, Dn 10:21; 11:2) and הלג (‘reveal’, Dn 10:1; Wildgruber 2013:272-273). Though Wildgruber is of 
course correct that today we can no longer prove that the visions that are reported in Daniel actually happened, I 
believe that the reference to ‘truth’ does indeed imply such a claim (cf. Howe 2008:445). Moreover, despite the fact 
that ‘visions’ are individual, supernatural experiences which others cannot prove or disprove, I think that in the 
Bible, which is God’s word to believers, such visions are reported precisely in order to pass on divine truths.  
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appearing in their full glory and splendour, carrying, as it were, the throne of God as they 
came closer.206 By implication, the same may also be assumed here.  
Verse 7 makes it clear that Daniel was not alone when he had the initial vision, 
but though his companions did not themselves see anything, the atmosphere was so 
charged with the supernatural that they disappeared in terror in order to hide, leaving 
Daniel alone to face whatever was going to happen (Dn 10:7). Daniel for his part feels that 
all energy has left him (Dn 10:8), and when he hears the voice of the angel he falls ‘into a 
deep sleep’ (Dn 10:9; the word for ‘deep sleep’ is the same as that used in Jonah 1:5, םדר). 
The heavenly visitor, however, helps him up again (Dn 10:10) and addresses him in words 
similar to Daniel 9:23: ‘O Daniel, man of high esteem, understand the words that I am 
about to tell you’ (Dn 10:11, NASB, italics added; Hebrew  ִֵ֣יּנָדּ ֩רֶשֲׁא םי ִ֜רָבְדַּבּ ן ֵ֨בָה תוֹדֻמ ֲ֠ח־שׁיִא לא
 ֙ךָ֙יֶלֵא ר ֵֹ֤בד י ִֹ֨כנאָ).207  
Hearing this, Daniel takes heart and stands up, though he is still trembling with 
fear (Dn 10:11). The angelic being further encourages Daniel by telling him not to be 
afraid because God heard his prayer from the time he first started to pray and humble 
himself before God, but it had taken a while, in fact twenty-one days, to get the answer to 
Daniel because of a conflict in the ‘heavenly places’ (cf. Eph 6:12) which had prevented 
the angel to bring the answer to Daniel immediately (Dn 10:12). This conflict took place 
between the speaker who was aided by ‘Michael, one of the chief princes,’ and the prince 
of Persia, and later in 10:20 where the conflict is said to continue, also the prince of 
Greece. In other words, it involved exactly the same realms that were going to be the 
subject of the following explanation (Albani 2010:241). 
In the previous three visions, the person who explains the vision to Daniel is 
variously described as ‘one of those standing’ (Dn 7:16; א ָ֔יַּמֲא ָ֣ק־ןִמ ֙דַח), ‘one looking like a 
man’ (Dn 8:15; רֶֽבָג־הֵאְרַמְכּ) and ‘the man Gabriel’ (9:21; ל ֵ֡איִרְבַגּ שׁי ִ֣אָה). Only in this last 
vision is the heavenly interpreter labelled a ‘prince’ or ‘angel,’ רַשׂ,208 and Michael is even 
termed a ‘chief prince’ (10:13; םיִֹ֖נשׁאִרָה םי ִ֥רָשַּׂה ד ַ֛חאַ).209  
                                                 
206 Bampfylde (1983:130) suggests that this figure here is neither Michael nor Gabriel, but an angelic being of a higher 
order than even Michael. She suggests he is ‘to be identified with “the Prince of the host”’ in Daniel 8:11, ‘one of 
the highest angels, – a “Prince” and a heavenly military commander’ who also exercises priestly functions 
(Bampfylde 1983:130). 
207 Daniel 9:23 reads:  ֽהֶאְרַמַּבּ ן ֵ֖בָהְו ר ָ֔בָדַּבּ ֙ןיִבוּ הָתּ ָ֑א תוֹ֖דוּמֲח י ִ֥כּ די ִ֔גַּהְל יִתא ָ֣בּ ִ֙ינֲאַו, ‘But I have come to tell you for you are 
treasured (by God); therefore understand the word and pay attention to the vision’ (my translation).’  
208 Whether or not the ‘princes’ of Persia and Greece are earthly or supernatural figures has been debated. Davies 
(1985:63) observes that in ‘Jewish literature of this period, the Hebrew śār [sic] replaces mal’āk [‘messenger’] as 
the more usual word for ‘angel.’ He adds that the connotation is that of a ‘military commander’ and that it implies 
‘as a rule a commander of a heavenly army [‘host’]’ (Davies 1985:63; cf. also HALOT on רַשׂ, definitions 6-7). Shea 
(1983:235) argues that the ‘Prince of Persia’ here was not an angelic being, but referred to Cambyses, the Persian 
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The heavenly interpreter assures Daniel that he has come to him to ‘give [him] 
understanding about what will befall [his] people at the end of days, for the vision is about 
[future] days yet to come’ (10:14, my translation;  תי ִ֣רֲחאְַבּ ֖ךְָמַּעְל ה ָ֥רְִקי־רֶשֲׁא ת ֵ֛א ְ֔ךָני ִ֣בֲהַל ֙יִתא ָ֙בוּ
םֽיִָמיַּל ןוֹ֖זָח דוֹ֥ע־יִכּ םי ִָ֑מיַּה). If, as suggested above, Daniel had been pondering the vision he saw 
a few years earlier (cf. 9:24-27) and was wondering what was happening to the Jews, 
especially those who had returned to Judah and there faced difficulties and opposition, he 
is going to receive an answer, even though it probably was not what he wanted to hear. In 
all the vision explanations in the Hebrew chapters the giving of understanding (ָהניִבּ; ןֵבָהְל; 
e.g. 9:22), Daniel’s desire to gain understanding, and the call to Daniel to understand (ןֵבָה, 
e.g. 8:17), but also his concern that despite the explanation he did not understand (ןיִבֵמ ןיֵא, 
8:27; ןיִבאָ אלֹ, 12:8), are important ingredients. It is clear that such understanding can only 
come from God (in these chapters through his mediating angels), but also that there must 
be a desire on the part of the human being to gain understanding and insight in order to 
receive it. The mystery of the revelations Daniel received is in the fact that they pertained 
to events ‘in the latter days’ or ‘for days to come’ (10:14), and the symbolism used does 
not exactly contribute to clarify the meaning of these terms.  
The expression םי ִָ֑מיַּה תי ִ֣רֲחאְַבּ, commonly translated ‘in the latter days,’ is ‘clearly 
eschatological’ (Hartman & Di Lella 1978:284).210 Here in Daniel 10:14, the immediate 
reference point appears to be the crisis under Antiochus Epiphanes which is described in 
great detail in chapter 11 (cf. Hartman & Di Lella 1978:284), but the deliberate vagueness 
                                                                                                                                                 
crown prince who would later succeed Cyrus on the throne, but in view of the context this seems less likely. Stevens 
(2000:416) rightly counters that the term רַשׂ is never applied to a crown prince or a king in biblical Hebrew, and in 
addition this meaning could certainly not apply to the ‘Prince of Greece’ in Daniel 10:20. He argues that the term 
‘refers to a demon, not a “human ruler”’ in Daniel 10:13 (Stevens 2000:418), and furthermore suggests that the 
princes of Persia and Greece are ‘demonic princes established over their respective nations’ (Stevens 2000:418), not 
geographical territories (Stevens 2000:427). Collins (1974a:56) surmises, on the analogy of Revelation 12:7-8, that 
both Michael and the ‘Prince of Greece’ may have been accompanied by their heavenly host rather than simply 
involved in single combat, but this is of course pure conjecture.  
  Meadowcroft (2004b:109) proposes that the ambiguous nature of the word רַשׂ indicates that one should 
perhaps not make too much of a distinction between earthly and supernatural beings in this case. He writes: ‘In this 
context, it is entirely reasonable to envisage that Michael and his colleague encounter in some material way the 
current temporal rulers of Greece and Persia, without excluding the possibility that there is a heavenly significance 
to the encounter. The presence of the princes of Persia and Greece in the story therefore constitutes an important 
indicator of the apocalyptic vision of earth and heaven (and spirit and matter) and the interaction between the two 
contained in the book of Daniel’ (Meadowcroft 2004b:109-110). 
209 The idea that there are angel-princes of nations is rooted in Israelite history and goes back to Deuteronomy 32:8-9.  
Albani (2010:242) suggests that the angels of the nations were the old gods of these people, since the description 
resembles the Babylonian and Canaanite worldviews which considered that what happens on earth is merely a 
mirror image of what happens in heaven (Babylon), and that the sons of the high god El were allocated to the 
nations of the world (Canaan; Albani 2010:241). Whether or not this is indeed the background in Daniel 10, this 
pagan background has been thoroughly adapted to the biblical world view. Though it appears from Daniel 10:13 that 
‘events on earth (especially battles) are influenced by heavenly involvement’ (Lucas 2002:275-276), elsewhere in 
the OT it is always made clear that ultimately God fights for and is victorious on behalf of his people (cf. Nu 10:35-
36; Dt 33:2-3; Jdg 5:19-20; Hb 3:12-13)’ (Lucas 2002:276). Lucas (2002:276) suggests that in Daniel 10 the 
opposition might be considered a real war in heaven, whatever this means (see also Meadowcroft 2004b:109-110), 
and that ‘presumably the idea implied is that “the prince of Persia” tried to prevent the declaration of the message, 
because the declaration of God’s intention means its implementation’ (cf. Goldingay (1991:292). 
210 The expression םי ִָמיַּה תיִרֲחאְַבּ, is discussed in more detail above in note 174. 
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of the text allows for an eschatological interpretation/application as well. Seow (2003:161) 
and others rightly observe a verbal similarity with Habakkuk 2:3. 
Daniel’s reaction to this revelation is that he becomes quite literally speechless, 
apparently through awe, since the human-like figure comes and touches his lips to enable 
him to speak again (10:15; cf. Albani 2010:243-244). This is reminiscent of the initiations 
of Isaiah (Is 6:7, though in Daniel’s case less painful) and Jeremiah (Jr 1:9),211 though the 
difference here is that it appears late in Daniel’s life rather than at the beginning of his 
ministry as is the case with Isaiah and Jeremiah.  
It is interesting to see how Daniel now stresses the human appearance of the 
angel, no longer his glory. Apparently it was this, as well as the touch and kind words of 
the angel that encouraged Daniel to the point that he was able to communicate with him. 
Nonetheless, the respectful words that Daniel uses and the fact that he feels completely 
devoid of strength and energy shows his continuing awe in the presence of the heavenly 
figure (10:16-17). The angel again reaches out to Daniel and touches him, thus restoring 
his strength, and accompanying his touch with the words, ‘O man greatly loved, fear not, 
peace be with you; be strong and of good courage’ (10:19, ESV;  ךְ ָ֖ל םוֹ֥לָשׁ תוֹ֛דֻמֲח־שׁיִא א ָ֧ריִתּ־לאַ
֑קָזֲחַו ֣קַזֲח).212 At this, Daniel is now strong enough and ready to hear the message the angel 
has come to bring (Dn 10:19). 
 
2.4.3 The Angel’s Message to Daniel (Daniel 10:20-12:4) 
Daniel 10:20-12:4 comprises the long speech of the angel to Daniel in which he outlines 
the immediate and more distant future to come for the Jews. After a brief introduction, the 
angel launches into his account of the historical events that can be expected to occur over 
the next few centuries, apparently with an emphasis on the Greek empire under the 
Seleucids and Ptolemies, and especially on the devastating results of Antiochus IV 
Epiphanes’ reign. However, the events in this section are described with sufficient 
vagueness to allow the supposition that this overlaps with a reign even more terrifying than 
Antiochus’: that of an eschatological figure often identified with the ‘antichrist’ (see 
below). 
                                                 
211 Albani (2010:244) suggests that this indicates a connection to absolution, but even more so to the continuity with 
prophecy. Seow (2003:161) rightly notes that this similarity to ‘the [prophetic] call narratives effectively suggests 
that the prophets do not speak on their own account; they speak only because they have been divinely enabled.’ 
212 The words ךְ ָ֖ל םוֹ֥לָשׁ probably mean something like ‘you are safe,’ i.e. they are a statement of fact meant to assure 
Daniel that there is no need to fear for his life (Hartman & Di Lella 1978:265; cf. Collins 1993:375). 
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One interesting grammatical feature of this speech is the fact that the story line in 
these verses is carried by ו-conjunction plus imperfect or ו-consecutive plus perfect forms. 
The ו-consecutive imperfect never occurs in the reported speech of the angel, though it 
does appear in Daniel 10 and 12 in the narrative sections reporting what Daniel sees or the 
angel speaks. Lexically there is the repetition of a number of terms, such as דַמָע and ַקזָח. 
The word דַמָע is used in the sense of ‘rise to power’ or ‘rise against another king’ or ‘ruling 
with power’ (Baldwin 1978:189; 11:3, 4, 7, 14, 20, 21), but also (when negated) in the 
sense of ‘not being able to sustain that power’ or ‘retaining support’ (11:6, 15, 17, 25). The 
term ַקזָח is used in different stems to indicate either ‘becoming strong’ or ‘strengthening 
oneself or others,’ as well as ‘seizing power or territory’ (11:5, 6, 7, 21, 32). Baldwin 
(1978:189) astutely notes that ‘despite the fact that rulers become strong, suddenly they 
stand no longer; their kingdoms are broken, they retreat, they fall. This pattern recurs in 
the … chapter and emphasizes the fleeting glory achieved by conquest.’  
 
2.4.3.1 Introduction to the Message (10:20-11:1) 
The angel begins his message with a rhetorical question (10:20; cf. Collins 1993:376): ‘Do 
you know why I have come to you?’ Then he explains that immediately after giving his 
message to Daniel, he will have to go back to fight ‘against the prince of Persia’ as well as 
‘the prince of Greece’ who will come once the battle with the ‘prince of Persia’ is over 
(10:20; cf. Collins 1993:376). This introduction serves as kind of a summary of the details 
that follow (cf. Longman 1999:252). Daniel must realize that what happens on earth has its 
source in the heavenly conflict in which the angel is involved. It is also made clear that the 
Persian empire, though still at its beginning, would not last and would before long be 
superseded by the Greek empire.   
Collins (1993:376) observes that ‘[d]espite the urgency of the battle, the angel 
waits to inform Daniel before he goes.’ In fact, what the angel tells Daniel is nothing new 
(at least not with God), but it is ‘inscribed in a writing of truth’ (ת ֶ֑מֱא ב ָ֖תְכִבּ םוּ֥שָׁרָה). 
Goldingay (1991:272) translates perhaps more accurately ‘inscribed in a reliable book’ (cf. 
also Anderson 1984:128).213 Longman (1999:252) observes that within the context of the 
story the reader ‘is invited to share, this is nothing short of gloriously good news,’ since 
                                                 
213 Collins (1993:276) observes that the concept of such a heavenly book goes back ‘to the Babylonian tablets of 
destiny’ and implies ‘strong deterministic overtones.’ However, elsewhere in the Bible the idea of a heavenly book 
appears as well (cf. Ps 139:16; Mal 3:16; Rev 5:1). In extra-biblical literature the concept occurs, for example, in 1 
Enoch 81 and 93 (Goldingay 1991:293). Anderson (1984:128) suggests that one should not take the reference to a 
real book too literally. He believes that it simply implies ‘a record of what is about to happen. It is the purpose of the 
author to suggest that what will occur in the future, up to and including the time of the end, is so firmly fixed that it 
has already received written form. History will proceed according to this script.’ 
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the Jews were still a persecuted minority. Hence the ‘fact that God has scripted history and 
that the rescue of his people is the punch line is cause for great optimism and celebration’ 
(Longman 1999:253).  
The angel then tells Daniel that he (the angel) will have to fight the opposing 
angel princes alone, except for the help of Michael (10:21). Miller (1994:289) insightfully 
suggests that this was ‘not because no one was available but because no one else was 
needed.’ Daniel 11:1214 continues this thought by stating that the speaker had already 
arisen three years before when Darius the Mede215 came into power ‘to be an 
encouragement and a protection to him’ (11:1, NASB). It is not quite clear whether ‘him’ 
refers to Darius216 or to Michael, but given the situation of war between the angel of Persia 
and the speaker, it is more likely to be the latter (so most commentators, e.g. Young 
1949:231; Goldingay 1991:293; Longman 1999:253).  
 
2.4.3.2 The End of the Persian Empire Is Near (11:2) 
Before finally launching into the account of the future history of the ancient Near East as it 
would affect the Jews, the angel once more emphasises that he is speaking the truth, i.e. 
verifiable events are being related (11:2a).217 Miller (1994:291) opines that this reference 
to the truth ‘probably implies a connection with the earlier “Book of Truth” (10:21).’  
                                                 
214 Some scholars, e.g. Hartman & Di Lella (1978), consider Daniel 11:1 a ‘later interpolation’ (Hartman & Di Lella 
1978:266) or simply consider it supplementary information not part of the main text (as NIV, which brackets all of 
10:21b-11:1). David (1993:512), however, rightly argues that Daniel 11:1 is part of ‘the framing of the historical 
revelation (11,2b-45).’ He shows that this is arranged in a chiastic structure, and therefore the verse should be 
included in the main text rather than considered as a gloss. 
215 On the historicity or otherwise of Darius see the introduction to this chapter. According to the internal testimony of 
the book, the first year of Darius must have been about 535 BCE, soon after the capture of Babylon by Persia. The 
present chapter is set about three years later. Since the date reference in Daniel 1:1 is to 605 BCE, the reference to 
Darius implies exactly seventy years have passed from the deportation of Jehoiakim to the fall of the Babylonian 
empire. See also above note 199. 
216 Hengstenberg (1865:304) interpreted it this way: ‘But it would be much more correct to render it thus: “and I (under 
the auspices of Michael your prince) also stood in the first year of the Mede, that I might assist and strengthen him, 
Darius.”’ See also Seow (2003:168). 
217 Wildberger (1997:152) notes that speaking תמא ‘refers not to the speaker’s dependability but to the 
pronouncement’s dependability.’ Later on, Wildberger (1997:156) comments that in Daniel the word is used in the 
sense of ‘a secret revelation, a deep, not directly accessible knowledge,’ similar to Ps 51:8. He continues: ‘Dan. 
8:26, “the vision that has been revealed is ʾemet,” can only mean that the vision is true because one can depend upon 
it, certain that the fulfillment will not fail, just as in 10:1 and 11:2. … These Dan passages are sharply distinguished 
from 1 Kgs 17:24. The latter maintains that Yahweh has really (in truth) spoken to the prophets; the former 
maintains that he has communicated the truth to the apocalypticist—indeed, in such a way that this revelation is a 
mirror image of the coming events. These events are recorded in the book of ʾemet (Dan. 10:21), the “book of 
truth”.’ In Daniel 8:12, then, the word refers to ‘the truth of Judaism’ (Wildberger 1997:156). Wildberger 
(1997:156) concludes that thus ‘Dan initiates a new understanding of ʾemet, and thereby a new understanding of 
truth itself.’ Wildgruber (2013:263) observes a connection between the range of meaning of תמא and that of םלוע, 
since ‘[d]as Bedeutungsspektrum [von תמא] umfaßt die Aspekte der Festigkeit im Sinne von Beständigkeit, 
Sicherheit und Dauer, der Verlässlichkeit und der Treue. Darüber hinaus bezeichnet תמא auch die Grundlagen der 
kosmischen Ordnung,’ whereas םלוע connotes ‘duration’ (‘Dauer’). She concludes that given this relationship, the 
fact that the revelation to Daniel is described as תמא does not only indicate its ‘reliability in the sense of a 
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That the remaining roughly 200 years’ duration of the Persian Empire are dealt 
with in one verse shows the writer’s emphasis. In God’s sight, the Persians were already 
finished, though their empire had hardly begun to exist. Albani (2010:245) suggests, 
rightly in my opinion, that the historically inaccurate reference to four future Persian 
kings218 is to be understood symbolically, the number four standing for totality (cf. 
Baldwin 1978:185; Lucas 2002:279; Wildgruber 2013:85).219 Clifford (1975:24) remarks 
somewhat sarcastically that the ‘glory of Persia is slighted by lumping … the [first three] 
kings anonymously together’ whereas ‘the wealth of the fourth, his strength, serves only to 
excite the envy of the Greeks.’220 If a second century dating is assumed, it may also point 
to a total lack of interest in the Persian period.  
A slightly different interpretation is offered by Steinmann (2008) who promotes 
the traditional date (6th-5th century BCE). In his opinion, Daniel 11:2b should be translated: 
‘As he becomes strong by his riches he will awaken everyone, [especially] the kingdom of 
Greece’ (Steinmann 2008:508). He argues that ֽןָָוי תוּ֥כְלַמ ת ֵ֖א ל ֹ֔ כַּה רי ִָ֣עי literally translated is 
‘he will arouse everyone, the kingdom of Greece,’ noting that ֽןָָוי תוּ֥כְלַמ ת ֵ֖א is the second 
direct object of רי ִָ֣עי, marked with the direct object marker (Steinmann 2008:510, note on 
11:2). Steinmann (2008:519) argues that the king here is Xerxes, because ‘it says that the 
fourth Persian king will stir up the kingdom of Greece.’ He takes this to mean that when 
Xerxes was defeated by the then not yet united Greeks ‘his invasion caused the Greeks to 
realize that they could be a united force’ which ‘eventually led to a united Greece under 
Philip of Macedon, whose son was Alexander the Great, whose conquests made Greece a 
                                                                                                                                                 
determined future, but also refers back to the hidden order that is combined with the perspective of durability’ 
(Wildgruber 2013:263-264, my translation). 
218 There were in fact nine, excluding the usurpers between Cambyses and Darius I’ (Baldwin 1978:185). 
219 Baldwin (1978:185) observes that the ‘use of [the formula] three ... and a fourth is a familiar Hebraism’ and 
suggests that the same idiom may have been employed here. ‘The author would be deliberately vague in that case 
about the number of Persian kings to be expected, but the point is made that Persian wealth will eventually invite 
attack from all, even the kingdom of Greece’ (Baldwin 1978:185). Lucas (2002:279), proposes that ‘the expression 
seems to indicate the totality of examples,’ and that here it might ‘simply be summarizing the nature of the Persian 
Empire as rulers who amass wealth, grow strong and provoke conflict with the Greeks.’ The picture which emerges 
about the Persian rulers is the same that appears ‘throughout this prophetic survey of history. Kings grow strong, 
and as a result fall into a hubris that leads to disaster. Very often this comes about when they try to dominate others’ 
(Lucas 2002:279). Wildgruber (2013:85) notes that the rule of the Persian kings is described in typological terms in 
which historically identifiable rulers are of no consequence (see also Wildgruber 2013:98). 
220 Some scholars think that the four kings in view are the four that are mentioned in the Bible, namely Cyrus, Darius, 
Xerxes and Artaxerxes (cf. Collins 1993:377; Torrey 1946:1). However, since the angel explicitly refers to three 
more kings plus one that will come, it is unlikely that Cyrus is one of them. The last king, though the richest and 
mightiest of them all, is also the one under whom the empire will collapse in his mistaken effort to conquer Greece. 
It is not quite clear who this king is. Longman (1999:273) proposes ‘Xerxes I (486-465 B.C.)’ or ‘Darius III (336-
330 B.C.).’ The former was indeed rich, but failed to conquer Greece, ‘being defeated at Salamis in 480 B.C., but 
his actions led to a Greek-Persian conflict that ended with Alexander’ (Longman 1999:273). The latter, though not 
as rich as Xerxes, was the king who was in power when Alexander conquered Persia (Longman 1999:273; cf. 
Collins 1993:377, who prefers this view). 
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world empire’ (Steinmann 2008:518-519).221 The suggestion is possible, but due to the 
general nature of the text cannot be ascertained.  
 
2.4.3.3 The Short Rule of a Mighty King (11:3-4) 
Daniel 11:3-4 describes the swift rise and fall of an unnamed mighty king, usually 
identified as Alexander the Great (e.g. Collins 1993:377). The angel goes quickly over the 
rise of the Greek empire under Alexander, designated the ‘mighty/warrior king’ (רוֹ֑בִּגּ ךְֶל ֶ֣מ) 
who ‘will rule with much sovereignty and do as he pleases/according to his pleasure’222 
(11:3, ֹֽונוֹצְרִכּ ה ָ֖שָׂעְו ב ַ֔ר ל ָ֣שְׁמִמ ֙לַשָׁמוּ, my translation; NASB ‘will rule with great authority’). 
The ‘“king who does as he pleases” is a recurring motif’ in this chapter (Collins 
1993:377), appearing at 11:3, 16 and 36.223 In reality, only God can really do as he pleases 
(cf. Jonah 1:14); humans might think they are able to do so, but they are only allowed to 
go as far as God will permit them to go.  
Alexander’s rule was short-lived indeed.224 At the peak of his power he died in 
Babylon in 323 BCE, having conquered not only the Persian empire but also regions 
beyond to the Indus river. In the struggle for supremacy after his death his two sons and 
his nephew were killed and the realm was ultimately divided among his four generals (the 
Diadochi) into four major regions:225 ‘Macedon and Greece, Thrace, Syria and the east, 
and Egypt’ (Goldingay 1991:295). Baldwin (1978:186) aptly remarks that the ‘style of rule 
exercised by the successors of the Greek conqueror would differ from his, necessarily, 
because in a divided empire one leader would vie with another.’ This is evident in the 
                                                 
221 In addition, in the introduction to this last vision, he argues that Daniel 11:2-12:4 is based on ‘a variation of a 
Wisdom technique: the catchword’ (Steinmann 2008:484; cf. also Steinmann 2005:198-200). He suggests 
(Steinmann 2008:484) that the catch words/concepts are: Greece (11:2), a Greek king/‘four winds of heaven’ (11:3-
4), kings of two directions/the time of the end/those who have insight (11:5-35), and ‘the time of the end’/‘those 
who have insight’ (11:36-12:4).  
222 The word ןוֹצָר is often used in connection with people being acceptable before the Lord (e.g. Ex 28:38; Lv 1:3 etc.), 
or doing his will/pleasure (Ps 40:9). God bestows his favour on people (e.g. Ps 5:13). The idea that God does as he 
pleases is expressed with a different word, ץפח, cf. Jonah 1:14. Walker (1962:184) notes that the root ןוֹצָר ‘is two-
sided, namely, will and pleasure, whether of oneself or another. Doing one’s own will and pleasure involves one’s 
own desire, but doing the will and pleasure of another results in acceptance, approval, delight of another, and his 
returning favour and blessing.’ In Daniel 11 the Greek kings only do their own will and pleasure, not that of another, 
least of all that of God! 
223 Baldwin (1978:186) observes that the phrase indicates ‘at one and the same time ... personal success and culpable 
self-centredness.’ Stahl (1994:193) considers ונוצרכ השׂע one of the expressions of power used in this section, even if 
it is only short-lived. Lucas (2002:280) comments: ‘When, in their hubris, rulers think that they can do as they 
please, they are about to meet the nemesis of divine judgment.’ 
224 Hasslberger (1977:206) observes that the briefness of the reign is highlighted by the choice of expression in verse 
4: ֙וֹדְמָעְכוּ clearly refers back to ד ַ֖מָעְו at the beginning of verse 3 and thus expresses the brevity of  ַמָעד  there. He 
continues to argue (Hasslberger 1977:207) that ר ֵ֣בָשִּׁתּ is in the D-stem (i.e. Piel), but that is erroneous. The form is a 
Niphal imperfect, which in the present context has a passive function. I would agree with him, however, that the 
word intensifies the shortness of the reign, though not based on grammatical but lexical grounds. Incidentally, this 
Niphal is an example of what Meadowcroft (2004b:105-106) describes as an ‘apocalyptic passive.’  




report the angel gives of the account of the rulers of the kingdoms of the North and South, 
usually identified as (Seleucid) Syria and (Ptolemaic) Egypt, in the next section of his 
speech.  
 
2.4.3.4 Continual Strife between the Kings of the South and the Kings of the North 
(11:5-20) 
After reporting the death of the great king and the division of his kingdom ‘towards the 
four winds of heaven,’ the angel focuses in the rest of the vision/audition on two of these 
divisions, those in the north, with its rulers, the kings of the North, and the south, with its 
rulers, the kings of the South. There is continual conflict between these two, with the 
South first keeping the upper hand, but later the North becoming predominant. The report 
is kept deliberately vague and elusive without ever naming any of the opponents by name 
or proper title.226  
It is generally agreed that Daniel 11:5-20 outlines in brief the history of the strife 
between the Ptolemaic (kings of the South, i.e. Egyptian) and Seleucid (kings of the North, 
i.e. Syrian) kingdoms, beginning with the split after Alexander’s death up to the reign of 
Antiochus Epiphanes (cf. e.g. Miller 1994:293). The remarkable accuracy of these 
predictions has given rise to the common, though not universal, opinion that most of 
Daniel 11 is a vaticinium ex eventu prophecy, not true prediction (e.g. Goldingay 1991; 
Collins 1993; Seow 2003; to name but a few), although it is generally admitted that true 
(and in the opinion of many, failed) prediction happens after 11:35, or at least from 11:40 
onwards, since it is believed that the death of the ‘King of the North’ that is predicted in 
these verses is that of Antiochus Epiphanes, who died in different circumstances from 
those outlined there. In this section the focus is on the rulers before Antiochus IV 
Epiphanes (or, less specifically, the worst of all the rulers predicted). 
The text begins by noting how the King of the South will become strong, but one 
of his ‘princes’ will grow even stronger and ‘he will rule his dominion with much 
sovereignty.’227 Commentators usually observe that to begin with, the Ptolemies of Egypt 
were more powerful than the Seleucids of Syria (Dn 11:5-12). Daniel 11:5 is believed to 
summarize how Ptolemy I Soter, who ruled over Egypt from 323-285 BCE, was joined by 
the former Babylonian satrap Seleucus I Nicator who was ousted by Antigonus (Miller 
                                                 
226 Wildgruber (2013:150) correctly observes that most commentators and even translators are much too concrete 
where the original text seems deliberately vague and ambiguous. 
227 My translation; note that the first three words of the phrase are exactly the same as in 11:3, ב ַ֖ר ל ָ֥שְׁמִמ ל ָ֔שָׁמוּ, but where 
verse 3 adds that the ruler will do as he pleases, here the writer adds the phrase וֹֽתְּלַשְׁמֶמ, hence my translation (cf. 
also Hasslberger 1977:211). 
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1994:293) and served for a time under Ptolemy (וי ָ֑רָשׂ־ןִמוּ, ‘one of his princes’228). Seleucus 
was later able to return to Babylon, having defeated Antigonus with the help of Ptolemy 
(cf. Goldingay 1991:296), and increased both his territory and power so much229 ( ֙ויָלָע ֤קַזֱֶחיְו
וֹֽתְּלַשְׁמֶמ ב ַ֖ר ל ָ֥שְׁמִמ ל ָ֔שָׁמוּ, Dn 11:5) that he ruled over a larger region than Ptolemy (cf. 
Steinmann 2008:522). His lands included Syria, Babylonia and Media (Goldingay 
1991:296). Seleucus I remained in power until 280 BCE (Goldingay 1991:296).230  
The continued strife between these two kingdoms is summarized in the following 
verses. Daniel 11:6 begins with an indefinite indication of time (cf. Hasslberger 1977:211), 
 ֙םִינָשׁ ץ ֵ֤קְלוּ, lit. ‘and at the end of years,’ i.e. ‘after some years.’ The text assumes that there 
is some sort of disagreement which the two kings attempt to resolve through a ‘peaceful 
arrangement’ performed by the daughter of the King of the South,231 but which ultimately 
failed. It is generally believed that this refers to Ptolemy II (who succeeded Ptolemy I) 
who made a peace treaty with the then reigning Seleucid king, Antiochus II Theos (about 
250 BCE, Steinmann 2008:522). To seal the treaty, Ptolemy’s daughter Berenice, was 
given in marriage to Antiochus, but he already had a wife, Laodice, whom he divorced. 
However, sometime later Antiochus took back his first wife. Soon afterwards Antiochus 
died, and Laodice apparently murdered Berenice, her son and a number of Berenice’s 
attendants in order to make sure that her own son would succeed to the Seleucid throne. 
Berenice’s father also died (cf. Dn 11:6; Collins 1993:378).232  
Daniel 11:7-9 reports that one of the descendants of the daughter of the King of 
the South will rise up and wage war against the King of the North, taking as spoil their 
gods and their images back to Egypt, but then not attacking any more for some time. Verse 
9 briefly outlines how the King of the North will attack the King of the South, but return 
quickly. The reader is not told whether or not the campaign was successful. This section 
apparently covers a couple of episodes during the reign of Ptolemy III Euergetes (246-227 
                                                 
228 Note that here ‘prince’ definitely refers to a human figure, unlike in chapter 10 where the context indicates a 
supernatural being.  
229 By taking over Antigonus’ territory (Steinmann 2008:522). 
230 Wildgruber (2013:101) does not agree with this report of events. She finds the identification of the second ruler in 
verse 5 with Seleucus Nicator unsatisfactory and argues that since verse 6 continues with a description of a marriage 
alliance between the kings of the North and South, it is plausible that the second king in verse 5 is also a King of the 
North (Wildgruber 2013:101). However, this does not take into account the fact that the second ruler is introduced 
as וּןִמוי ָ֑רָשׂ־ , ‘one of his princes,’ which is unlikely to refer to a northern king. Therefore, the traditional interpretation 
is more likely.   
231 Daniel 11:6; םי ִ֑רָשׁיֵמ תוֹ֖שֲׂעַל ןוֹ֔פָצַּה ךְֶל ֶ֣מ־לֶא ֙אוֹבָתּ ֶבג ֶ֗נַּה־ךְֶֽלֶמ ת ַ֣בוּ: ‘and the daughter of the King of the South will come to 
the King of the North to carry out a peaceful arrangement’ (NASB). 
232 ‘But she will not retain her position of power, nor will he stand nor his might; and she and those who brought her 
[‘her supporters’ NLT] and he who sired her and who strengthened her in those days were given over’ ( ַחוֹ֣כּ ר ֹ֞ צְעַת־אֽלְֹו
םֽיִתִּעָבּ הּ ִָ֖קזֲחַמוּ הּ ָ֔דְל ֹ֣ יַּהְו ָ֙הי ֶ֙איִבְמוּ אי ִ֤ה ן ֵָ֨תנִּתְו וֹֹ֔עְרזוּ ֹ֙דמֲַעי א֤לְֹו ַעוְֹ֗רזַּה; Dn 11:6; my translation). Wildgruber (2013:102) rightly 
notes that the Hebrew text is much more subtle and enigmatic than this interpretation, which moreover jumps from 
one generation of rulers to the next. She also remarks that many of the historical details mentioned in other 




BCE), who invaded Syria, killed Laodice, and, after taking ‘control of the major ports of 
Antioch and Seleucia’ (Lucas 2002:280), took the statues of the gods of Egypt that had 
been carried away by Cambyses two centuries earlier and brought them back to Egypt. 
This earned him the title ‘Euergetes,’ i.e. ‘Benefactor’ (cf. Collins 1993:378). However, 
having received news of a revolt in Egypt he had to return and was not able to conquer 
Syria completely. As a result, Seleucus II regained control over his territory, and some 
time later in turn attacked Egypt (ca. 242 BCE, cf. Seow 2004:172), though this was 
unsuccessful and he had to retreat (וֹֽתָמְדאַ־לֶא ב ָ֖שְׁו, v. 9; Seow 2004:172). Collins (1993:278) 
observes that ‘the explicit mention of Egypt’ in verse 8 ‘is exceptional in the MT but 
occurs several times in the OG.’  
In Daniel 11:10-19 the focus shifts from the kings of the South to the kings of the 
North. The descendants (lit. ‘sons’) of the King of the North mentioned in verse 9 will 
engage in warfare against the King of the South, an event that is described in terms of a 
great force/army that will ‘flood over’ (ףטשׁ, a word that is repeated a few times in this 
chapter) the latter’s territory (v. 10). In the ensuing battle the King of the North will be 
‘given over’ into the hands of the King of the South (v. 11; though God is not mentioned, 
it is implied by the passive construction that he is the driving power behind this defeat).  
The general interpretation of these verses is that after Seleucus II’s death his son 
Seleucus III came to the throne (226 BCE). He was murdered after three years and 
succeeded by his brother Antiochus III (‘the Great’; cf. Collins 1993:378). Both Seleucus 
III and Antiochus III continued to wage war against the Ptolemies (Dn 11:10-19). The 
amount of space given to the description of these wars indicates their importance for the 
author. Longman (1999:275) rightly observes that the relatively detailed description of 
Antiochus III’s wars with Egypt probably ‘has much to do with the fact that it was through 
his agency that Palestine finally shifted from Ptolemaic control to Seleucid control.’ 
Collins (1993:378) notes that it was Antiochus who would ‘“come, overwhelm [lit. flood, 
overflow], and pass over” in v 10b.’ Antiochus took advantage of the rise to power by 
Ptolemy IV and ‘recaptured Seleucia, the port of Antioch’ and the rest of Coele-Syria 
(219-218 BCE; Collins 1993:378). The expression ‘flood/overflow and pass over’ ( ףַטָשׁ
רַבָעְו, 11:10) is also used in Isaiah 8:8, there for the Assyrians (cf. Collins 1993:378), and is 
probably meant to indicate the severity of the situation. It is not certain to what the 
expression ֹֽהזּ ֻ֯עָמ־דַע (‘to his fortress, Dn 11:10) refers, whether ‘to a particular place, or 
simply to Egypt’ (Lucas 2002:281), or whether it is to be taken ‘as a pun on Gaza, a 
stronghold of Antiochus’ (Collins 1993:379, quoting Driver 1922:170; cf. also Longman 
1999:275). Perhaps a reference to Egypt makes most sense in the context.  
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The reference of the obscure passage in Daniel 11:11-13 is probably the Egyptian 
retaliation and victory at the battle of Raphia under Ptolemy IV, but the vagueness of the 
text makes certainty impossible.233 At this battle, Antiochus lost more than 17000 men 
(217 BCE; Dn 11:11; cf. Collins 1993:379), but Ptolemy ‘was not strengthened’ (Collins 
1993:379). A number of insurrections followed in Egypt, and eventually Ptolemy ‘died in 
203 B.C.E. under mysterious circumstances’ (Seow 2003:173) and was succeeded by his 
six year old son Ptolemy V Epiphanes. In the meantime, Antiochus III had used the 
internal struggles of Egypt to gain back much of the previously lost territory, including 
Coele-Syria, though the Egyptians fought hard, and there were a number of reversals 
during this time of war. At the battle of ‘Paneas (later Caesarea Philippi) … in 200 B.C.E. 
… Judea passed finally from Ptolemaic to Seleucid control’ (Collins 1993:379; cf. Dn 
11:12-13), and this is of course the focus of the rest of Daniel 11. Wildgruber (2013:105-
106) is probably rightly critical of the identification of verses 12-13 with these events. She 
notes that the text refers neither to the Asian wars of Antiochus the Great (212-205 BCE) 
nor does it leave any traces of the battle at Paneas (Wildgruber 2013:106). Indeed, verse 13 
simply states that after some years the King of the North will raise another, even greater 
army (than that mentioned in verse 11) and set out for war. 
Collins (1993:379) and Longman (1999:277) both comment on the obscurity of 
Daniel 11:14, though the general thrust of the verse234 seems to be that the Jews were 
divided as to whom to support, the King of the South (Ptolemies) or the King of the North 
(Seleucids). Collins (1993:379) observes that the expression יֵ֣נְבוּ  ֗ךְָמַּע י ֵ֣ציִרָפּ , literally ‘the 
sons of the violent ones among your people,’ ‘implies a negative evaluation’ on the part of 
the writer.235 Miller (1994:295) explains that the Oniads who ‘controlled the high 
priesthood … supported Egyptian rule,’ whereas the Tobiads, ‘a politically powerful 
family related to the Oniads, leaned in the opposite direction.’ Some people may have even 
taken Daniel’s prophecies to heart and thought that the time of the end of foreign 
                                                 
233 ‘And the King of the South will become furious and go forth and fight with him, with the King of the North. But he 
[i.e. the King of the North] will raise up a great multitude, but it will be given into his [i.e. the King of the South’s] 
hand. And the multitude will be carried away, and his heart will be exalted and he will cause ten thousands to fall, 
but he will not be strong. But the King of the North will turn and raise an even bigger multitude than before. Then 
after a few years (lit. at the end of times, years) he will come [back], coming with a great army and much 
equipment’ (Dn 11:11-13; my translation, but cf. NASB). 
234 It reads: ‘Now in those times many will rise up against the King of the South; the violent ones among your people 
will also lift themselves up in order to fulfill the vision, but they will fall down’ (NASB; Hebrew:  םי ִ֥בַּר ם ֵ֔הָה םי ִ֣תִּעָבוּ
 ֶ֑נַּה ךְֶל ֶ֣מ־לַע וּ֖דְמַֽעַיוּלָֽשְִׁכנְו ןוֹ֖זָח די ִ֥מֲעַהְל וּ֛אְַשּֽׂנִּי ֗ךְָמַּע י ֵ֣ציִרָפּ ׀יֵ֣נְבוּ בֶג ). 
235 Miller (1994:295), in line with the definitions in BDB and HALOT, notes that elsewhere in the OT the term י ֵ֣ציִרָפּ 
refers to ‘robbers and murderers.’ Longman (1999:276) says that while it is impossible to say to whom this term 
refers, ‘we do know there were political power plays going on at the time in Jerusalem.’ 
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oppression was near, and thus took matters into their own hands, but failed (Miller 
1994:295),236 but this is uncertain.  
Daniel 11:15 probably refers to Antiochus’ pursuit of the Ptolemaic general 
Scopa to Sidon (Longman 1999:276; Collins 1993:380). The expression וי ָ֔רָחְבִמ ֙םַעְו (‘their 
choicest troops,’ NASB) is, according to Collins (1993:380), a ‘reference … to Scopa’s 
Aetolian mercenaries.’ However, these people will not have the strength to stand,  ַח ֹ֖ כּ ןי ֵ֥אְו
ד ֹֽ מֲעַל. Baldwin (1978:188) astutely comments that ‘behind the passive verb lies God’s 
active will, putting down one [ruler] and setting up another.’ This of course has been 
evident throughout the book, but is explicitly stated in Daniel 2:21: ‘It is He who changes 
the times and the epochs; He removes kings and establishes kings’ (NASB; Aramaic:  אוּה ְ֠ו
ןי ִ֑כְלַמ םי ֵ֣קָהְמוּ ןי ִ֖כְלַמ ה ֵ֥דְּעַהְמ א ָ֔ ַיּנְִמזְו ָ֙אַיּנָדִּע אֵ֤נְשַׁהְמ). 
The phrase  שַׂע ַ֨יְו... ו ֹ֔ נוֹצְרִכּ  at the beginning of Daniel 11:16 is a stock phrase that is 
applied here to Antiochus III.237 Antiochus III apparently received a great reception when 
he came to Jerusalem (Josephus, Ant. 12.3.3 § 138), as many people considered him their 
‘deliverer and benefactor’ (Miller 1994:296), though he punished the pro-Egyptian Jews. 
Thus he stood ‘in the land of beauty’ (י ִ֖בְצַּה־ץֶֽרֶאְבּ; cf. Dn 11:41), i.e. Judah.  
The last phrase of Daniel 11:16, וָֹֽדיְב הָ֥לָכְו, ‘and it will all be in his hand,’ as 
Collins (1993:381), who translates it thus, observes, indicates that from this time onwards, 
‘Palestine remained under Seleucid control.’ However, הָ֥לָכ means, according to HALOT, 
mainly destruction. Thus most Bible translations, including NASB, NKJV and ESV, 
actually translate וָֹֽדיְב הָ֥לָכְו ‘destruction [was] in his hand/power’ (see also Wildgruber 
2013:16). Miller (1994:296) observes that this ‘most likely means that Antiochus had 
“complete” power over the land.’ Both interpretations make sense in the context,238 but the 
latter of course points forward to the destruction that would be wreaked by the last and 
most wicked of the kings of the North who is the focus of Daniel 11:21 onwards. Thus the 
stage is set for this evil future ruler (cf. Miller 1994:296). But before turning his attention 
to this man, the angel gives a few more details concerning the previous ruler’s rule (i.e. 
Antiochus the Great’s).  
Daniel 11:17 states that the King of the North (lit. ‘he’) will ‘set his face to come 
with the power of his whole kingdom, bringing with him a proposal of peace which he will 
                                                 
236 Collins (1993:380) notes that this last suggestion is difficult to uphold since there is no evidence historically 
concerning a revolt by a Jewish messianic group at that time. 
237 In 11:3 it refers to Alexander the Great, and in 11:36 to the last King of the North, i.e. Antiochus Epiphanes 
(Collins 1993:380) or the Antichrist (depending on one’s interpretation of that verse). 
238 Perhaps the author deliberately used a word that could be interpreted either way. 
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put into effect; he will also give him the daughter of women to ruin it’ (NASB). But he 
will not succeed, because the ‘daughter of women’ will ‘not stand nor be for him’ (my 
translation). Steinmann (2008:524) and Goldingay (1991:298) both comment that 
Antiochus refrained from further military action against Egypt because of the awakening 
might of Rome in the west, and rather tried to gain control over Egypt by marriage 
alliance, giving his daughter Cleopatra to Ptolemy V as a wife. However, the plan was 
thwarted since ‘Cleopatra became steadfastly loyal to her husband’ (Steinmann 2008:524) 
and did ‘not stand’ up for her father nor was she working ‘for him’ (  ֹ֖ מֲעַת א֥לְֹוֽהֶיְהִת וֹ֥ל־אלְֹו ד , 
Dn 11:17).  Perhaps to make up for this loss, Antiochus III turned his eye towards the 
‘coastlands’ (Dn 11:18), ‘taking islands in the Aegean and campaigning in Thrace in 196’ 
BCE (Steinmann 2008:524). 239  
Daniel 11:19 goes on to describe how the King of the North then will turn ‘his 
face towards the fortresses of his own land’ (NIV), but whatever his purpose is in doing so 
(this is not stated), he will ‘totter and fall and not be found’ (my translation). Most 
commentators suggest that this refers to Antiochus III who, though he had been warned by 
Rome not to attack Greece, did so, and was decisively defeated by a Roman-Greek alliance 
at Thermopylae in 191 BCE and again at Magnesia in 190 BCE (Steinmann 2008:524). 
Two years later, Antiochus III was forced to sign a peace treaty with Rome at Apamea, 
thus becoming a Roman vassal. The terms of this treaty included the payment of a severe 
tribute and the stipulation that he send twenty hostages to Rome, including his son, 
Antiochus IV (Dn 11:18; Steinmann 2008:524-25; Goldingay 1991:298; Polybius 
Histories 21.7). After this, Antiochus III, having to raise money for the tribute, turned to 
‘Syria, Mesopotamia and beyond’ (Steinmann 2008:525), but when he attempted to rob the 
temple of Zeus in Elymais, the irate crowd of citizens rose up against him to defend the 
temple, and in the process Antiochus and many of his soldiers were killed (Steinmann 
2008:525; Dn 11:19: ‘and he was not found anymore’). Wildgruber (2013:110) aptly 
comments that this explanation is much more concrete and detailed than the rather vague 
Hebrew text implies.  
Daniel 11:20 tells of the successor to the figure who was ‘found no more’ (Dn 
11:19). This man will cause an oppressor to pass through the ‘splendour of a kingdom’ 
(literal translation) but within a very short time ( ֙םיִדָחֲא םי ִָ֤מיְבוּ, ‘within a few days,’ NASB) 
                                                 
239 The last phrase of verse 18 is rather obscure: וֹֽל בי ִָ֥שׁי וֹ֖תָפְּרֶח י ִ֥תְּלִבּ וֹ֔ל ֙וֹתָפְּרֶח ןי ִ֤צָק תי ִ֨בְּשִׁהְו, i.e. ‘and a commander will stop 
his scorn to him, so that his scorn will not return to him’ (my translation; cf. Wildgruber 2013:18, who argues that 
this means that the scorn of the King of the North will be stopped in such a way that he will not be able to repeat or 
continue it). The ןיִצָק mentioned here is thought to have been the Roman consul Lucius Cornelius Scipio who was 
the commander of the Roman army at Magnesia (cf. Collins 1993:381).  
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he will be ‘broken’, though ‘not in anger nor in battle’ (NASB; Dn 11:20).240 Once again 
the passive construction of the Hebrew indicates divine action. The text is usually 
identified with the events surrounding Antiochus III’s succession by Seleucus IV 
Philopator, his son (187-175 BCE; Miller 1994:297; Steinmann 2008:525). Seleucus IV 
had inherited not only the throne, but also the heavy debts to Rome. In order to come up 
with the payments, he ‘sent his finance minister, Heliodorus, to Jerusalem in order to seize 
the wealth of the temple treasury’ (Steinmann 2008:525; cf. Dn 11:20, ‘the oppressor’ who 
‘passed through [the] splendour of [the] kingdom’), but according to 2 Maccabees 3 he 
was unsuccessful since Heliodorus saw an apparition of angels that chastised him in such a 
way as to persuade him not to take the temple treasure.241 Seleucus IV died after 12 years, 
apparently having been poisoned by Heliodorus who hoped to succeed to the throne (cf. 
Steinmann 2008:525). Miller (1994:297) suggests that Heliodorus may have been assisted 
by Antiochus IV in this endeavour, though how that could be so is difficult to say since 
Antiochus IV was in Athens at the time (Steinmann 2008:525). In any case, the way for 
Antiochus IV to take the throne was free.  
 
2.4.3.5 The Rise and Demise of the ‘Despicable Person’ (11:21-45) 
This section is clearly the climax of the chapter, as indicated by the amount of space 
dedicated to the reign of this ‘despicable person’ (Dn 11:21; NASB).242 Scholars are 
universally agreed that this man was Antiochus IV Epiphanes (Baldwin 1978:191), 
nicknamed Epimanes – the madman (cf. Polybius, Histories, 26.1.). But Baldwin 
(1978:191) rightly suggests that there is more behind Daniel 11, and this section in that 
chapter, than a mere account of history. Throughout the book the reader has been made 
aware of the fact that those who believe in God will face opposition. Sometimes, this 
opposition can be overcome and the believer is able to live peacefully (though never 
completely unchallenged) in the secular world (Dn 1-2, 4-5), but at other times, hinted at 
already in chapters 3 and 6, but clearly expressed in all the visions (Dn 7-12), no 
accommodation is possible, and severe persecution will result. In such difficult times, the 
believer is called upon to persevere and not give up. Baldwin (1978:192) rightly notes that 
this chapter ‘speaks to generations of believers and is not confined in its scope to the 
                                                 
240 Hebrew: ֽהָמָחְלִמְב א֥לְֹו ִםי ַ֖פַּאְב א֥לְֹו ר ֵ֔בָשּׁ ִי ֙םיִדָחֲא םי ִָ֤מיְבוּ תוּ֑כְלַמ רֶד ֶ֣ה שׂ ֵ֖גוֹנ רי ִ֥בֲעַמ ו ֹ֛ נַּכּ־לַע ד ַ֧מָעְו. 
241 Baldwin (1978:189) suggests a possible connection to Zechariah 9:8, which is similar in wording to Daniel 11:20: 
‘  דוֹ֖ע ם ֶ֛היֵלֲע ר ֹ֧ בֲַעי־אֽלְֹושֵֹׂ֑גנ ,’ ‘no oppressor will again pass through them’ (cf. Dn 11:20  רי ִ֥בֲעַמשֵׂ֖גוֹנ תוּ֑כְלַמ רֶד ֶ֣ה ). 
242 Hartman & DiLella (1978:269) suggest that in the context the word ֶהזְִבנ refers to the low origin of Antiochus. 
However, I believe Page (1996:193, n. 379) is right in asserting that the word rather points to the unfavourable 
opinion of Antiochus by the populace, and that the writer expressed his ‘total disdain for the king’s legitimacy as 
heir and complete disgust with regard to his official policies.’ This is also proved by the nickname ‘Epimanes,’ 
‘madman,’ that Antiochus was given.  
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second century BC. … Antiochus is the prototype of many [persecutors] who will come 
after him, hence the interest shown here in his methods and progress.’243 
The content of Daniel 11:21-45 may be outlined briefly as follows:  
1. The new ruler’s rise to power by stealth – ignominious start (11:21-23) 
2. War with the King of the South – success (11:24-27) 
3. General measures against Jewish religion (11:28) 
4. War with the King of the South – failure due to the intervention of the 
‘Kittim’(11:29-30) 
5. Measures against religion in general (11:31-38) 
5.1. Measures against Jewish religion – severe persecution (11:31) 
5.2. The fate of faithful Jews versus that of apostates during the time of 
persecution (11:32-35) 
5.3. Measures against all religions (11:36-38) 
6. War with nations, including the King of the South (11:39-44) 
7. The king’s demise – ignominious end (11:45) 
 
I believe that the whole section is marked by an inclusio, i.e. the ignominious 
start and end of this man’s rule, and the middle sections alternate, giving reports regarding 
wars with the King of the South and others and measures against Jews and/or religious 
people in general, whereby the last section on measures against religion receives a special 
focus as indicated by the amount of space, 8 verses, accorded this part. Chapter 12:1-4 
concludes the whole prophecy by focusing in detail on the ‘time of the end’ and its 
consequences for the participants in the drama related in Daniel 11:21-45, and instructing 
Daniel what to do with the message he has just been given.  
 
2.4.3.5.1 The New Ruler’s Rise to Power by Stealth – Ignominious Start (11:21-23) 
In place of the previous king who sent an oppressor through the land, another man termed 
‘despicable person’ (  ֶזְִבנה , Niph pt ms הזב, ‘despised, contemptible,’ HALOT) will arise 
(ה ֶ֔זְִבנ ֙וֹנַּכּ־לַע ד ַ֤מָעְו, 11:21). He is so named because of the way he comes to power, namely 
through intrigue (תוֹֽקַּלְקַלֲח) and self-appointment (תוּ֑כְלַמ דוֹ֣ה וי ָ֖לָע וּ֥נְָתנ־אלְֹו, ‘but they will not 
give him the honour of kingship’). He will get rid of ‘overflowing forces’ ( ףֶט ֶ֛שַּׁה תוֹֹ֥עְרזוּ
וי ָ֖נָפְלִּמ וּ֥פְטִָשּׁי) as well as ‘[the] prince of [the] covenant’ (תי ִֽרְבּ דיְִ֥גנ; Dn 11:22; see below) and 
make some sort of alliance with a group that is not identified (Dn 11:23). This ‘despicable 
person’ will practice deceit (ה ָ֑מְרִמ) and gain power (Dn 11:23). These events are usually 
identified with the coming into power of Antiochus IV Epiphanes.  
                                                 
243 Meadowcroft (2004b:108) notes how especially verses 40-45 ‘stand between the historical present and the 
culmination of history.’ 
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Antiochus was able to leave Rome because he was exchanged for Seleucus’ son, 
Demetrius I (Miller 1994:298), who was the rightful heir to the throne. He went to Greece, 
but when he heard about Seleucus’ death he raised an army and advanced on Babylon 
(Steinmann 2008:525), and then went to Palestine to take his brother’s throne, which had 
been occupied for a short while by Heliodorus. Heliodorus fled, and Antiochus became the 
ruler of the country, ‘ostensibly as regent in place of his nephew Demetrius, and with his 
younger nephew Antiochus (an infant) as coregent’ (Steinmann 2008:525; cf. also 
Goldingay 1991:299; Lucas 2002:283). This nephew was murdered a few years later, in 
170 BCE (Lucas 2002:283), thus leaving Antiochus IV Epiphanes as the sole ruler. Miller 
(1994:298) rightly suggests that the expression ‘he will come in a time of tranquility and 
seize the kingdom by intrigue’ (NASB, Dn 11:21;  ֶהְו ה ָ֔וְלַשְׁב א ָ֣בוּתוֹֽקַּלְקַלֲחַבּ תוּ֖כְלַמ ק֥יִזֱח ) could 
mean ‘unawares’ (NLT: ‘when least expected’) and suggests that both ‘ideas of false 
security [by Heliodorus and his supporters] and stealth may be involved.’ Thus Antiochus 
IV’s accession fits the description of Daniel 11:21 admirably: the new ruler was not the 
next in line for the throne, and the role of king was not given to him, but he took it for 
himself ‘by intrigue,’ or, more literally, ‘smooth things.’244  
Daniel 11:22 is the first verse in this vision where the term תיִרְבּ occurs. Collins 
(1993:382) suggests this verse is a ‘general introductory statement that anticipates the 
effect of Antiochus’ reign.’ The text begins with the rather enigmatic statement that the 
‘overflowing forces will be flooded away before him and shattered’ ( וּ֥פְטִָשּׁי ףֶט ֶ֛שַּׁה תוֹֹ֥עְרזוּ
וּר ֵ֑בִָשּׁיְו וי ָ֖נָפְלִּמ; my translation). In other words, he will get rid of whatever (and whoever, as 
the end of the verse indicates) stands in his way with little effort.  
Goldingay (1991:299) suggests that the ‘overwhelming forces’ could refer to 
‘rivals to the throne,’ one of whom ‘was Ptolemy VI of Egypt, son of Seleucus’ and 
Antiochus’ sister Cleopatra.’245 He further opines that the language in this verse ‘suggests 
a reference to the conflict with Egypt that is a main feature of Antiochus’ reign’ 
(Goldingay 1991:299), but Steinmann (2008:525) rightly argues against this, saying that 
the ‘King of the South’ is not mentioned in this verse and that the reference is more likely 
to be the local enemies Antiochus defeated (cf. Anderson 1984:135; Collins 1993:382, n. 
                                                 
244 תוֹֽקַּלְקַלֲח only occurs four times in the MT, in Jeremiah 23:12, Psalm 35:6, and Daniel 11:21 and 34. BDB lists the 
meanings as ‘smoothness, slipperiness, fine promises,’ and HALOT gives ‘smooth portions’ (of road) and ‘intrigue.’ 
Page (1996:193, n. 381) points out that in Psalm 35:6 and Jeremiah 23:12 the word ‘is used with particular reference 
to treacherous footing.’ This would make good sense here. Schunck (1980:445) lists the meaning in the present 
context as ‘deceit,’ ‘hypocrisy’ and ‘being deceitful or hypocritical.’ The related root קלח appears fifteen times in the 
DSS, six of which are in the 4QpNah, all referring to the ‘seekers after smooth things,’ apparently an epithet for the 
Pharisees and their false (in the eyes of the DSS community) teachings, and three in 1QHa where the term refers to 
flattering speech (in the negative sense). According to Luc (1997a:161, cf. Schiffman 1990:24), the ‘Qumran sect 
obviously intended a play on words, replacing hlkt “laws” with ḥlqt to scorn the Pharisees for being those who 
introduced new and false laws in their teaching of Scripture.’ 
245 This interpretation was already given by Theodoret of Cyrus (cf. Stevenson & Glerup 2008:291). 
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117). Lucas (2002:284) insightfully mentions an allusion to Isaiah 10:22-23 and 28:15-22 
where ףטשׁ refers to the Assyrian invasion to be expected, saying that ‘Antiochus is the 
“new Assyria”, bringing havoc to Judea’ (Lucas 2002:284). The point is that the effect of 
this new ruler’s reign is like that of a devastating flood that leaves nothing but destruction 
in its wake. The following description of his ‘achievements’ (if they can be called this) 
gives ample evidence of this judgment.  
Included in this sweeping destruction of all opposing forces is ‘a prince of a 
covenant’ (תי ִֽרְבּ דיְִ֥גנ ם ַ֖גְו). This is as enigmatic a statement as the beginning of Daniel 11:22. 
To whom does it refer: a secular leader, a covenant partner of the new ruler who is being 
deposed, or a religious leader (see the discussion on דיִָגנ at 9:25 above)? What covenant is 
being referred to? It is significant that the reference is to ‘a leader,’ not ‘the leader,’ as the 
definite article is lacking.246 Thus it is at least possible that the reference is not to a 
particular leader, but to anyone in the office so designated. Steinmann (2008:526) also 
suggests that the indefinite expression ‘may be a subtle prediction that there would be two 
or three competing occupants of the high priestly office, none of whom could rightly be 
called by the more definite “the leader of the covenant”’ (italics his).  
If ‘covenant’ refers to an alliance with a secular power, תי ִֽרְבּ דיְִ֥גנ must refer to the 
general or political leader of that power. Miller (1994:299) for example takes it this way, 
arguing that the expression refers to Ptolemy VI with whom Antiochus made a treaty in 
order to help him regain his throne which he (Ptolemy) had lost to his younger brother. But 
later that treaty was broken when Ptolemy VI made peace with his brother and allied 
himself with him against Antiochus (Miller 1994:299). The grammatical construction 
without the definite article seems to support the identification Miller makes. The verb used 
for ‘making an alliance’ (Hitp inf cons רבח, Dn 11:23) and the word for nation, יוֹג, also 
appears to favour it. However, Steinmann (2008:526) rejects this interpretation because of 
the reference in verse 23 to a ‘small nation’ which in his opinion cannot be explained if the 
‘prince of a covenant’ is the ruler of Egypt (Egypt is not small). In addition, he says, all 
other references to covenant in this chapter (11:28, 30, 32)247 are also without the definite 
article, but they all refer to the (holy) covenant of God with his people (Steinmann 
2008:526).  
If ‘covenant’ is considered to mean the Mosaic covenant (as an extension of the 
Abrahamic covenant), דיִָגנ most likely refers to a Jewish functionary, i.e. a national leader 
                                                 
246 Cf. Hasslberger (1977:249), who correctly notes that all occurrences of תיִרְבּ in this section are indefinite. 
247 See also 9:27 where the same expression is used without the article.  
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or, more likely in the circumstances, a religious leader, i.e. the current high priest.248 One 
might even argue that the תיִרְבּ in this context is not the Mosaic covenant in general, but the 
covenant with the priesthood which is first mentioned in Numbers 25, or the Davidic 
covenant if דיִָגנ is perceived to be a royal figure.  
Most scholars take the reference to be to a religious leader and believe that the 
reference in Daniel 11:22 is to the death of the high priest Onias III (e.g. Porteous 
1965:166; Collins 1993:382; et al.). Steinmann (2008:526) explains that though Antiochus 
III had agreed to let the Jews exercise some right of self-government through their 
religious leaders according to their laws, Antiochus IV was ‘at odds with Onias III because 
this high priest was opposed to the growing influence of Hellenism in Palestine.’ Thus, 
when Jason, Onias’ brother, offered not only a large bribe for the office, but also the 
promise to pursue active Hellenization in Judea, Antiochus IV accepted and appointed 
Jason to the high priesthood instead of Onias (Steinmann 2008:526). So began the sale to 
the highest bidder of the office of high priest, since a few years later Menelaus offered an 
even higher price for the post, which allowed him to displace Jason though Menelaus was 
not of high priestly descent. When Onias protested against Menelaus’ abuse of office (cf. 2 
Macc 4:32-33), he was murdered, and this is commonly seen as the reference in Daniel 
11:22 (cf. Steinmann 2008:526). Wildgruber (2013:111-112) however comments that a 
reference to Onias’ death is problematic, because the verb רבשׁ may refer to his removal 
from office rather than his death.  
Keil & Delitzsch (1996:796) do not accept either of these suggestions but argue 
that due to the general nature of the text the expression  ִרְבּ דיְִגנתי  (‘a covenant prince,’ not 
‘the covenant prince’) should be taken as a reference to some covenant prince in general, 
rather than a particular person. Nevertheless, since דיִָגנ in later biblical usage can refer to a 
religious leader, the identification with Onias is perhaps to be preferred (no matter whether 
his death or his dismissal from office is in view), even though other referents in later 
history need not be ruled out altogether. The vagueness of the text certainly allows for 
either a political or a religious figure. 
Daniel 11:23 continues by stating that ‘[a]fter an alliance is made with him he 
will practice deception, and he will go up and gain power with a small force of people’ 
(NASB). The Hebrew word translated ‘making an alliance’ is the Hithpael infinitive 
construct of רבח (‘ally oneself together, join forces’ HALOT), which refers to alliances 
with foreign rulers in Daniel 11:6 and 2 Chronicles 20:35-37. To whom this alliance refers 
                                                 
248 See the more detailed discussion on the word דִיָגנ at 9:25 above.  
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in the present verse is uncertain. Collins (1993:382) thinks it is a treaty which Antiochus 
made with Pergamum and which allowed him ‘to gain power with a small force.’ Others 
think it was the alliances with the different high priests (Onias III, Jason, Menelaus; cf. the 
summary in Lucas 2002:284), who may perhaps be considered ‘foreign’ rulers, since they 
belonged to those Jews who tried to come to grips with the occupying power. Since the 
text is very obscure indeed, a mediating position appears to be justified and it is perhaps 
best to argue with Slotki (1951:94) that these ‘words may speak in a general way of 
Antiochus’ treatment of his allies,’ whoever they were (cf. Baldwin 1978:192; Reditt 
1999:181).  
 
2.4.3.5.2 War with the King of the South – Success (11:24-27) 
The next verse (Dn 11:24) indicates how this ruler did indeed become so powerful that he 
surpassed his forefathers in what he achieved: ‘Without warning/with ease249 and with 
fat/stout/rich ones of a province he will come and will do/achieve what neither his fathers 
nor his father’s fathers have done/achieved. Plunder, spoil and possessions he will scatter 
among them, and against fortifications he will make plans, but (only) up to a time’ (Dn 
11:24, my translation). The translation ‘fat/stout/rich ones’ must be explained. The word 
ןָמְשִׁמ only occurs four times in the MT, in Is 10:16; 17:4, Ps 78:31 and here. In Is 10:16 
and Ps 78:31 the translators of the NASB have translated it ‘stout warriors’ and ‘stoutest 
ones’ respectively. My suggestion therefore is that in Daniel 11:24 it could possibly also 
be translated in this way. This would retain the word order of the Hebrew and account for 
the conjunction between ה ָ֞וְלַשׁ ְבּ and 250יֵ֣נַּמְשִׁמְב (cf. Seow 2003:177). It would also make 
sense in terms of the rest of the verse, which speaks about the distribution of plunder, spoil 
and possessions ‘among them,’ which is inexplicable in translations that explain this as an 
invasion into some land (cf. also Hasslberger 1977:253 who argues along the same lines). 
The personal pronoun ‘them’ would, according to the suggested translation, refer to these 
choice warriors/men. The following verse speaks of the large army gathered by the King of 
the North against the King of the South, and the present verse may well point to that.  
Goldingay (1991:273)251 similarly translates the phrase ָהניִדְמ ֵינַּמְשִׁמְבוּ ‘powerful 
ones of a province.’ He comments that this translation ‘best fits the context of vv 23-24’ 
(Goldingay 1991:279, n. 24.b), and in his commentary on the verse he notes that ‘while 
                                                 
249 Following the definitions for הולשׁ (under הלשׁ) suggested by Grünwaldt (2006:10-11). 
250 Slotki (1951:95), in a note on verse 24 observes that ‘the fattest places’ is an ‘improbable rendering of mishmannë,’ 
which in his opinion (which I accept) is better translated (with Bevan 1892:188) ‘“the mightiest men of (each) 
province,” viz. his personal enemies.’  
251 See also Wildgruber’s (2013:19) translation of verse 24 and note 54 explaining her choice in similar terms. 
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Antiochus began with only the support of “a small group” (v 23), in Judea he won over the 
“powerful ones of a province,” the Tobiads and Jason, Onias’s brother. … and it is 
presumably they who are the beneficiaries of his well-known liberality on the basis of 
plunder’ (Goldingay 1991:299-300). Baldwin (1978:192-193) argues likewise. The remark 
that this king will make plans against fortifications probably refers to Antiochus’ wars 
against Egypt which are outlined in more detail in the following verses (cf. Steinmann 
2008:527). However, the angelic interpreter tells Daniel that these schemes will only last 
‘for a time’ (ֽתֵע־דַעְו). In other words, God is in control even of the actions and plans of 
wicked rulers like Antiochus Epiphanes.  
Daniel 11:25-27 deals in more detail with the wars between the kings of the 
North and South, i.e. the Seleucids and the Ptolemies during Antiochus IV’s reign. Verse 
25 notes that the King of the North will ‘stir up his strength and his heart against the King 
of the South with a great army’ (לוֹדָגּ ִלי ַ֣חְבּ). The King of the South, in turn, will ‘engage in 
strife for war with a great and exceedingly vast army’ (ד ֹ֑ אְמ־דַע םוּ֖צָעְו לוֹ֥דָגּ־ִליַֽחְבּ; my 
translation). This choice of words coincides with the observations of Polybius (Histories, 
27.19) that it was apparently the King of the South who instigated the war, and it is 
possible that Antiochus’ campaign ‘was … a preemptive strike against’ this (Longman 
1999:279). However, despite his ‘great and exceedingly vast army’ Ptolemy VI did not 
succeed in taking Syria and Palestine (ד ֹ֔ מֲַעי א֣לְֹו; cf. Miller 1994:300), because someone 
(presumably the King of the North) ‘devised plans against him’ (תוֹֽבָשֲׁחַמ וי ָ֖לָע וּ֥בְשְַׁחי־ֽיִכּ), and 
‘even those who ate his delicacies destroyed him’ (v 26, my translation;  וֹ֛גָבּ־תַפ י ֵ֧לְֹכאְו
וּהוּ֖רְבְִּשׁי; cf. Baldwin 1978:193), an act of utmost treachery, not only by middle eastern 
standards. This probably refers to the fact that Ptolemy VI was still very young at this 
stage and the power of the kingdom was effectively in the hands of his advisors, Eulaeus 
and Lenaeus. They suggested he try to recapture Syria and Palestine. When the two armies 
met near Pelusium (169 BCE) Antiochus defeated Ptolemy’s army and managed to occupy 
a large part of Egypt. Alexandria, however, was not captured. In fact, the leaders of that 
city declared Ptolemy VI’s brother, Ptolemy VII, king.  
Antiochus apparently offered his help to the deposed Ptolemy VI, making an 
alliance with him, but he was no more than Antiochus’ puppet (Lucas 2002:285). This is 
probably what is referred to in Daniel 11:27 where we are told that the kings of the South 
and the North ‘will speak lies to each other at the same table’ (NASB; cf. Lucas 
2002:285). However, the writer also adds that all this scheming ‘will not succeed’ ( א֣לְֹו
ח ָ֔לְצִת) ‘for there is still an end at the appointed time’ ( וֹ֥ע־יִכּדֵֽעוֹמַּל ץ ֵ֖ק ד , my translation). The 
implied idea is that though this ruler thinks he can do what he likes, when he likes and how 
long he likes, God is in control, and the end, both of Antiochus as well as any other 
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(future) ruler acting in a similar manner, is already appointed and fixed (cf. Steinmann 
2008:528).  
 
2.4.3.5.3 Excursus: The Expressions דֵעוֹמ and ץֵק in Daniel 11-12 
The reference to an ‘appointed time’ (  ֵעוֹמד ) is repeated twice in Daniel 11 (Dn 11:29, 35) 
and appears also in 12:7, showing that this is an important concept in this vision. 
Wildgruber (2013:223) rightly observes that the time references in this last section and for 
the last king differ from those used for the previous kings. The passing of time is perceived 
differently for this ruler (Wildgruber 2013:223). Whereas before words such as ‘years’ and 
‘days’, i.e. limited but definite, though unspecified, time periods, are used, now the author 
uses terms that mark a definite point in time, though still not exactly defined (Wildgruber 
2013:224): ‘[A]n die Stelle der neutralen Einordnung eines Ereignisses [tritt] sein 
erwartetes Eintreffen. Während םינשׁ … auf neutrale Weise die zeitliche Einordnung von 
Ereignissen präsentiert, betont דעומ die Dynamik, mit der das angekündigte Ereignis näher 
rückt.’  
The term ץֵק has already appeared in Daniel 11:6 and 13, and appears seven more 
times in Daniel 11-12 (at 11:35, 40, 45 and 12:4, 6, 9, 13). At 11:6 and 13 the word occurs 
in conjunction with םִינָשׁ (v 6, םִינָשׁ ץ ֵ֤קְל; v 13,  ִ֤תִּֽעָה ץ ֵ֨קְלוּםִינָשׁ םי ) and thus indicates the end of 
a limited period of time in a particular king’s reign. However, in 11:27, 35, 40 and in 12:4, 
6, 9, 13 the term refers not to the end of a time period in the king’s reign, but seems to 
have definite eschatological overtones, especially where it appears as the phrase ץֵק תֵע־דַע 
and in conjunction with דֵעוֹמ (cf. also Wildgruber 2013:224). Wildgruber (2013:224) 
observes: ‘Die begrenzten Zeiträume der Ereignisse vor diesem letzten König, die 
ebenfalls mit Hilfe des Begriffs ץק beschrieben werden (V. 6a. 13c), nehmen gleichsam 
das absolute Ende vorweg und verweisen darauf.’ Collins (1974a:26) on the other hand 
disagrees with this notion. He believes that in Daniel the word never designates ‘the “end” 
of anything in particular and seems to refer to “a time of crisis” rather than to a definite 
end’ (Collins 1974a:26), but in my opinion this is not tenable in the contexts where the 
word occurs.  
At 9:26 above, in a discussion on the word ץֵק, I suggested that the whole 
expression ֽדֵעוֹמַּל ץ ֵ֖ק דוֹ֥ע־יִכּ points to more than simply the end of Antiochus’ reign. This is 
because of the combination of דֵעוֹמ (appointed time) and ץֵק (end), as well as the fact that 
138 
 
‘end’ is indefinite.252 Koch253 (1997:172) surmises that in Daniel 11:27, 29 and 35 דֵעוֹמ ‘is 
probably not intended to be understood in an eschatological sense,’ but I beg to differ, at 
least for 11:27 and 35 where both דֵעוֹמ and ץֵק appear together, which in my opinion does 
point not just to the immediate future, but also the eschatological future. Lucas (2002:268) 
rightly suggests an echo of Habakkuk 2:3a:254 ‘For the vision is yet for the appointed time, 
it pants towards the end, and it will not lie (i.e. prove false)’ (my translation;  ֙ןוֹזָח דוֹ֤ע י ִ֣כּ
 ֵ֔עוֹמַּל֑בֵזְַּכי א֣לְֹו ץ ֵ֖קַּל ַח ֵָ֥פיְו ד ). It is interesting that in Habakkuk both דֵעוֹמ and ץֵק appear with the 
definite article, whereas in the present context, the last word is indefinite. This leads me to 
suspect that this is a reference not merely to the immediate future, but also to some 
indefinite eschatological end. The expression יִצ ֵ֗חָו םי ִ֜דֲעוֹֽמ ד ֵ֨עוֹמְל in Daniel 12:7 will be 
discussed when this verse is explained below. 
 
2.4.3.5.4 General Measures against Jewish Religion (11:28) 
The negotiations with the King of the South having failed (Dn 11:27), the text tells us that 
the King of the North will return to his own country ‘with much plunder,’ but in such an 
evil mood that he will set his heart ‘against the holy covenant’ (this expression will be 
discussed below at verses 29-30) and take action, presumably against it, on the way (v 28, 
NASB). What exactly is entailed in this ‘taking action’ against ‘the holy covenant’ is not 
explained in verse 28.  
The historical facts are that Antiochus had to leave Egypt, though he did establish 
a garrison at the border (at Pelusium; Lucas 2002:285), and returned ‘to his own land with 
much plunder/possessions’ (Dn 11:28, my translation). According to 1 Maccabees 1:20-28, 
it was at this stage that Antiochus sacked the temple in Jerusalem and plundered its 
                                                 
252 Wildgruber’s (2013:219ff) discussion on the semantic field ‘time’ is worthwhile noting. In Daniel 11 the words that 
belong to this field are: ץֵק (end), ָהנָשׁ (year), תֵע (time, point in time), םוֹי (day), דֵעוֹמ (appointed time), and םָלוֹע 
(eternity, distant time, duration) as well as דַע (eternity, undefined future) (Wildgruber 2013:219). These terms are 
subdivided into expressions of time that are definite, concrete and of limited duration, such as ָהנָשׁ and םוֹי; 
expressions of time that point to a definite but not exactly defined point in time, e.g. תֵע and דֵעוֹמ; expressions of time 
that are of limited, but not exactly defined duration, such as ץֵק; and the opposite of this, i.e. expressions of time that 
are neither definite nor of limited duration, such as םָלוֹע and דַע (Wildgruber 2013:219). Later on she notes that the 
time references do not coincide with the references to the kings and that the ‘days of the rulers are integrated into 
this independent system [of time references] and thus counted [and limited]’ (Wildgruber 2013:222; my translation).  
253 Koch (1997:170) notes that most of the occurrences of the word דֵעוֹמ that refer to time are in connection with the 
three major Jewish festivals, Passover, Weeks and Tabernacles, though the word is also often used together with 
reference to the monthly new-moon festival and even the weekly Sabbath. Furthermore, these ‘appointed times’ 
‘represent those days when God approaches Israel as the Creator and meets with his cultic community’ (Koch 
1997:170). But דֵעוֹמ can also refer to new ‘appointed times’ ‘for good fortune or disaster for human beings in 
history’ (Koch 1997:172). As such the word refers to the plague in the time of David (2 Sm 24:15), the fifth plague 
on Egypt (Ex 9:5) and in particular the destruction of Jerusalem (Lam 1:4, 15; 2:6f; 22). Koch (1997:172) remarks 
that the ‘development of eschatological notions from a cultic context can be discerned here [i.e. Lamentations] in an 
exemplary fashion.’ Similarly, ‘Yahweh appoints significant times in the history of other peoples,’ in particular the 
‘Hellenistic Diadochian kings’ in Daniel 11:27, 29 and 35 (Koch 1997:172). 
254 So also Collins (1990:95).  
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treasures. In 2 Maccabees 5, however, the sacking of the temple is said to have taken place 
after his second campaign against Egypt a year or so later, in order to put down an 
insurrection (perhaps it is this reaction to the insurrection that the words ‘and he will take 
action,’ ה ָ֖שָׂעְו, lit. ‘he will do,’255 in Daniel 11:28c refer). 
 
2.4.3.5.5 War with the King of the South – Failure Due to the Intervention of the 
‘Kittim’ (11:29-30) 
The two Ptolemies had meanwhile made peace and ruled Egypt together, and when 
Antiochus tried to invade Egypt again (168 BCE), they put up ‘a united front’ (Longman 
1999:279). In addition, Rome also intervened, and Antiochus had to leave by order of the 
Roman Senate. Daniel 11:29-30a seems to refer to this incident, though in rather veiled 
terms: ‘At the appointed256 time (ד ֵ֥עוֹמַּל) he will return and will enter into the south, but it 
will not be as at first or as afterwards. Ships of Kittim257 will come against him, and he will 
be cowed and he will return’ (my translation). Antiochus actually withdrew to return to 
Syria – again via Judea. Daniel 11:28b says that ‘his heart was (directed) against a holy 
covenant’ (שֶׁד ֹ֑ ק תי ִ֣רְבּ־לַע וֹ֖בָבְלוּ), and verse 30b notes that ‘he will be indignant against a holy 
covenant and take action and he will turn and give attention to/give heed to/consider (the 
opinion of?) those who forsake a holy covenant’ (my translation;  ב ָ֛שְׁו ה ָ֔אְִכנְו ֙םיִתִּכּ ם֤יִיִּצ וֹ֜ב וּא ָ֨בוּ
 ָ֣שְׁו ה ָ֑שָׂעְו שֶׁדוֹ֖ק־תי ִֽרְבּ־לַע ם ַָ֥עזְושֶׁד ֹֽ ק תי ִ֥רְבּ י ְֵ֖בֹזע־לַע ן ֵָ֔ביְו ב ). In other words, the ‘holy covenant’ is 
threatened both from the outside by a pagan king who acts destructively against it (Dn 
11:28, 30) and from the inside by those who initially belonged to it, but now ‘forsake’ it 
and ‘act wickedly against’ it (Dn 11:30, 32; Wildgruber 2013:214). Wildgruber (2013:213-
214) rightly observes that in each case the expression  ֹ ק תיִרְבּשֶׁד  is introduced with the 
preposition לַע and stands at the end of the clause, thus drawing the attention of the reader 
to it. This also applies to the compound expression שֶׁד ֹֽ ק תי ִ֥רְבּ י ְֵ֖בֹזע־לַע.  
                                                 
255 Some scholars suggest that ה ָ֖שָׂעְו is a misreading of דבעיו for the purported Aramaic original רבעיו, ‘as he passes 
through’ (e.g. Hartman & DiLella 1978:270; so also at 11:30 and 39). It is suggested that at 11:10 and 40 the 
translator has read correctly רבעיו ‘because of the implicit quotation from Isa 8:8 in these verses’ (Hartman & 
DiLella 1978:270). However, this is pure conjecture, and though the text is not easy, it is not incomprehensible, 
hence the MT should be retained.  
256 Lucas (2002:285) rightly observes that this phrase is ‘a reminder that Antiochus’ career is within the control of 
God.’  
257 Steinmann (2008:529) and others (e.g. Lucas 2002:286) point to the fact that this is an echo or a deliberate allusion 
to Numbers 24:24, the first of only four occurrences in the HB of the word יִצ for ‘ship’ (the other three being Dn 
11:30, Is 33:21 and Ezk 30:9). Numbers 24:24 comes in the course of Balaam’s last prophecy that is often 
considered to be ultimately messianic (Nu 24:15-24; e.g. Wenham 1981:178-179; Brown 2002:222; Steinmann 
2008:529). The last few verses in this prophecy are prophecies against the nations that would attack Israel, and the 
general thrust is that all of Israel’s enemies will be destroyed. The last of these prophecies is against Asshur and 
Eber. The text reads (Nu 24:23b-24, NASB): ‘Alas, who can live except God has ordained it? But ships shall come 
from the coast of Kittim, And they shall afflict Asshur and will afflict Eber; So they also will come to destruction.’ 
Lucas (2002:286) suggests that in Daniel 11 ‘there is an element in this section of applying to Antiochus references 
to Assyria,’ as evidenced by the allusion to Isaiah 10:22-23 and 28:15-22 in Daniel 11:22a (see above) and here. 
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The designation ‘holy covenant’ occurs only in these verses (i.e. Dn 11:28, 30) in 
the HB.258 The precise meaning of the phrase has been debated. There are basically four 
interpretations (cf. van der Kooij 1993:497-498), though one or two others (see below) 
could be added. The most common view is that it designates either the Jewish nation in 
general (e.g. Miller 1994:301; Stahl 1994:192 ‘Gemeinschaft von Juda’; Seow 2003:179) 
or more specifically the community of faithful law-abiding Jews (cf. Montgomery 
1927:451; Baldwin 1978:195; Goldingay 1991:301, ‘covenant people’).259 Goldingay 
(1991:301) suggests that the expression is reminiscent of the phrase ‘holy ones’ ( י ֵ֣שׁיִדַּק
ןי ִ֑נוֹיְלֶע) in Daniel 7:27. He also points to the expressions ‘holy people’ (שֶׁד ֹ֖ ק־םַע) in Daniel 
12:7 and ‘covenant prince’ (תיִרְבּ דיְִגנ) in Daniel 11:22, and explains that these ‘covenant 
people’ are ‘the people who are endowed with a covenant relationship with God’ 
(Goldingay 1991:301). Baldwin (1978:193) agrees with this view, but with an important 
addition. She notes that the phrase ‘against the holy covenant’ means that ‘animosity 
against the Jews will break out again, but by using this phraseology “holy covenant” more 
than that is implied, for it took two to make a covenant, and God’s initiation of it made any 
opponent anti-God.’ She goes on to argue that the enemy of the Jews in verse 28 does not 
just fight the Jews, but ‘will be taking on God Himself’ (Baldwin 1978:193).  
It was this view that I preferred in my Master’s thesis (Linington 2003b). I had 
argued there that due to the symbolic nature of the prophecy one should not focus the 
interpretation too narrowly on just the situation in the second century BCE, but allow for 
applications to human oppressors generally. I suggested that in that case ‘the term  תיִרְבּ
שֶׁדוֹק will refer to those people who remain true to God’ (Linington 2003b:78). I continued 
to argue that if  תיִרְבּשֶׁדוֹק  indeed refers to people, the usage is similar to that in Isaiah 42:6 
and 49:8. There, the phrase םָע תיִרְבּ appears, incidentally also a connection made by 
Montgomery (1927:451), though in his comments on Daniel 11:22. I had argued earlier 
elsewhere (Linington 2003a:264) that in Isaiah 42 and 49 a person is or becomes a תיִרְבּ ‘by 
what he does.’ The same could be argued in the context of Daniel 11:28 and 30ff, since in 
Daniel 11:32-35 we are told that there are some in the nation who do not give in to the 
wicked king’s policies, but who ‘display strength and take action’ since they are ‘people 
who know their God’ (Dn 11:32;  וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛עְווּֽשָׂעְו וּ֥קִזֲַחי ). Their action consists in giving 
‘understanding to many,’ presumably teaching them God’s covenant law (Dn 11:33). So, if 
one argues that it is these people who are meant by  תיִרְבּשֶׁדוֹק , the epithet שֶׁדוֹק is an 
important ‘marker, since it means “apartness, sacredness” (BDB, p. 871), in other words, 
                                                 
258 Wildgruber (2013:214, n. 80) observes that a possible variant of the term occurs in 1 Maccabees 1:15, 63 where the 
phrase diaqhvkh aJgia appears, which in Theodotion translates the phrase  תיִרְבּשֶׁדוֹק . 




the people belonging to the  תיִרְבּשֶׁדוֹק  have set themselves apart for the service of God 
alone. That is why they suffer persecution from the “King of the North”’ (Linington 
2003b:78). I continued to contend that the qualifier ‘holy’ was used ‘to differentiate [this 
covenant] from all the other, secular covenants that are alluded to in the chapter. This 
would also explain the expression ‘prince of the covenant’ (v 22) because, whoever is 
meant, it is a human being with whom the covenant is concluded, while the  תיִרְבּשֶׁדוֹק  
refers to the covenant relationship between Yahweh and Israel’ (Linington 2003b:78). This 
argument did, however, leave the use of תיִרְבּ without any qualifier in verse 32 unaccounted 
for.  
A second view concerning the meaning of the phrase ‘holy covenant’ has been 
propounded by older scholars such as Charles (n.d.:130). Charles (n.d.:130) believes that it 
means ‘the religion of Israel’ or ‘the practice of religion’ (Charles n.d.:109). Barnes (1834: 
on Dn 11:28) says that ‘The words “holy covenant” are a technical expression to denote 
the Jewish institutions.’ Keil & Delitzsch (1996:798) likewise state that ‘שֶֹׁדק תיִרְבּ signifies 
not the holy people in covenant with God …, but the divine institution of the Old 
Covenant, the Jewish Theocracy. The Jews are only members of this covenant.’ Millar 
(1978), a more modern scholar, in his evaluation of Hengel’s book ‘Judaism and 
Hellenism’ (see below) does not explicitly comment on the phrase ‘holy covenant.’ 
However, he asserts that contra Hengel’s thesis there is little if any evidence for a pro-
Hellenistic party in Jewish circles in the 3rd and 2nd centuries BCE. Jewish Hellenism at 
that time was quite superficial, and ‘the crisis of the 160’s arose from an attempt by 
Antiochus Epiphanes to impose by force the abolition of Judaism and the adoption of 
paganism’ (Millar 1978:21). This seems to imply that Millar would agree with the view 
that the ‘holy covenant’ against whom Antiochus was raging was in fact the system of the 
Jewish religion. There is of course some truth in this. Antiochus did indeed abolish Jewish 
customs and try to force the nation to adopt pagan customs, but on top of that he also tried 
to eliminate all those people who did not follow his directives in this regard. Thus a notion 
of the ‘holy covenant’ only encompassing the religious system without the people adhering 
to it is too narrow. Redditt (1999:183-184) argues that ‘[t]he “covenant”’ here is the ‘Sinai 
covenant in particular, but it would include all of Scripture and the practices of Judaism as 
understood by the author of Daniel 11.’ In other words, he combines this second view with 
the following third view.  
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Related to this second view is that of Hengel who appears to equate the ‘holy 
covenant’ with the Mosaic law (Hengel 1974:305; cf. van der Kooij 1993:498).260 Hengel 
(1974:305) says that ‘Jewish renegades wanted to reverse by violence the course which the 
Jewish people had pursued since the exile’ but the faithful Jews ‘did not refer one-sidedly 
to the Torah but used a ‘more comprehensive term from salvation history: they defended 
“the holy covenant”.’ He continues:261 ‘Among the fathers of Jewish apocalyptic there was 
still a lively awareness that the history of God with his people rested on a “covenant” the 
most important part of which was, of course, the law’ (Hengel 1974:305). Hengel 
(1974:305) goes on to say that the attack of the apostates on the law ‘aroused a 
corresponding counter-reaction, “zeal for the law”’ (Hengel 1974:305). However, the 
opinion that the expression ‘holy covenant’ in Daniel 11 refers to the ‘law’ (i.e. the Torah) 
has rightly been criticized.  
Lebram (1970:512) for example denies the accuracy of Hengel’s position. He 
argues that the term תיִרְבּ in Daniel cannot refer to the law, but must denote ‘the carrying 
out of God’s established cult by the legitimate priesthood’262 (literal translation; Lebram 
1970:512). He argues that ‘those who forsake the holy covenant’ in verse 30 are persons 
who go against the established cult (Lebram 1970:512; cf. van der Kooij 1993:500), while 
the expression תיִרְבּ דיְִגנ in verse 22 is a reference to the High Priest (Lebram 1970:512; he 
does not name him). Van der Kooij (1993:498f) agrees with Lebram and gives a more 
detailed treatment of this position. In his opinion, the expression שׁדק תירב in Daniel 11:28, 
30 ‘refers to actions by Antiochus IV against the temple of Jerusalem’ (his emphasis), a 
view substantiated by the fact that in verse 22 the reference to the ‘prince of the covenant’ 
is to the High Priest (Van der Kooij 1993:498). Moreover, since שׁדק can mean either 
holiness or sanctuary, the phrase שׁדק תירב could be translated either ‘covenant of holiness’ 
or ‘covenant concerning the holy place’ (van der Kooij 1993:498). Thirdly, van der Kooij 
(1993:499) does not believe that in the context of Daniel 11:28, 30 שׁדק תירב could refer to 
‘the holy way of life according to the law,’ especially since in his opinion the reference is 
‘not … to actions against the Jewish religion in general, but against the temple of 
Jerusalem in particular’ (van der Kooij 1993:499). Fourthly, he observes that in the LXX 
the two possibilities of translating the phrase שׁדק תירב (i.e. as ‘covenant of holiness’ – Th, 
διαθήκην ἁγίαν – or ‘covenant concerning the holy place’ – OG, διαθήκην τοῦ ἁγίου) are 
                                                 
260 Apparently this view was already voiced by Theodoret (Commentary on Dn 11:28 in Stevenson & Glerup 
2008:293): ‘“And his heart will be against the holy covenant.” At last, he will have one endeavour, namely, to 
destroy the law given by God to the Jews’ (italics added).  
261 The German original (Hengel 1973:557) reads: ‘Bei den Vätern der jüdischen Apokalyptik war das Bewußtsein 
noch unmittelbar lebendig, daß die Geschichte Gottes mit seinem Volk auf einem “Bundesschluß” beruhe, dessen 
wichtigsten Bestandteil freilich das Gesetz bildete.’ 




actually mentioned (van der Kooij 1993:499). Thus van der Kooij (1993:499) suggests that 
‘the notion of covenant in Dan 11,28.30 is related to the temple.’ Van der Kooij 
(1993:499) goes on to argue that in the present text a reference to the cult and the temple is 
to be understood in the light of the covenant with Phinehas (Nu 25) who was given a 
‘covenant of eternal priesthood’ (םלוע תנהכ תירב) because of his faithfulness (cf. 1 Macc 
2:54). Sixthly, van der Kooij (1993:500) consequently understands the phrase שׁדק תירב as 
‘the ordinance concerning the sanctuary, both with respect to its rituals (sacrifices) and its 
holy objects.’ Though the covenant is ‘about priestly duties’ one may, in his opinion, 
derive from this the notion that ‘“the covenant concerning the sanctuary” refers to the 
temple cult,’ especially in view of the allusion in Daniel 11:28, 30 to Antiochus’ attacks 
against the temple (van der Kooij 1993:500). Lastly, the people who ‘abandon the holy 
covenant’ in verse 30 ‘refers to persons who no longer do what they should do in the 
temple,’ or to ‘renegade priests’ (Lebram (1970:513; cf. van der Kooij 1993:500). Since 
this also fits very well with the notion that the ‘prince of the covenant’ in Daniel 11:22 is 
the high priest, i.e. the ‘head of the temple and its cult,’ van der Kooij (1993:500) draws a 
parallel to Nehemiah 11:11 where the phrase םיהלאה תיב (in םיהלאה תיב דגנ) replaces תירב (in 
תירב דיגנ) in Daniel 11:22.  
Looking at these different arguments concerning the meaning of the phrase  תירב
שׁדק and the context of Daniel 11, it seems that one should perhaps not choose between 
them, but consider them as a whole. Maybe this is the reason why the expression is 
indefinite (i.e. שֶׁדוֹק תיִרְבּ, not שֶׂדוֹקַּה תיִרְבּ).  If it was definite, it would almost certainly 
indicate the sanctuary, but being indefinite, ‘covenant of holiness/separation’ can refer to 
either things (‘covenant of sanctuary/holy things’) or people (‘covenant of holy 
people’).263 As noted above, שֶׁדוֹק means ‘apartness, sacredness’ (BDB) or (the adjective) 
‘holy: of things: awe-inspiring, to be treated w. caution, kept fm. profane use; … holy: of 
persons’ (HALOT). It is also a term used by Isaiah of God (‘the Holy One of Israel;’ Is 1:4 
etc.) and by Zechariah for angelic beings (Zech 14:5). Thus ‘holy’ has to do with 
something set apart for God, for his special use and purpose, which is true for the people of 
God as well as for God’s Law, the priesthood, and the observance of such institutions as 
temple service etc. If a תיִרְבּ is described as holy, therefore, it also is set apart for God, for 
his special use and purpose. As the different interpretations show, the context of Daniel 11 
allows for seeing this as either people or things, including the temple.  
                                                 
263 Wildgruber (2013:215) notes: ‘Eine Entscheidung, welcher der Vorschläge zutreffend ist, kann auf der Ebene des 
Textes nicht getroffen werden, so dass die Formulierung notwendigerweise andeutend bleibt.’  
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Another question to be asked (but not always answered by interpreters) is why the 
King of the North is ‘against the holy covenant’ (Dn 11:28) and ‘enraged at the holy 
covenant’ (Dn 11:30). The context speaks of the wars he waged against the King of the 
South, but says nothing about other events. Why now his hostility against the ‘holy 
covenant’? Miller (1994:301) suggests that ‘Antiochus turned his humiliation [by the 
Romans] into anger against the Jewish people (“the holy covenant”),’ but is that really all 
there is to it? Though it often happens that when someone is humiliated they will turn their 
frustration against those weaker than themselves, knowing that they cannot do so against 
the actual people who humiliated them in the first place, there is something irrational about 
this enmity here. It is reminiscent of Haman’s hatred of the Jews in the book of Esther. By 
attacking the people of God, this despicable ruler also attacks God himself (cf. Baldwin 
1978:193) and everything he stands for, but in doing so he ultimately signs his own death 
warrant.  
Buchanan (1999:343-346) suggests a different version of events from that 
normally advocated. He believes that Antiochus had perhaps made a treaty (this is how 
Buchanan translates תירב throughout) with the Jews in Jerusalem. However, orthodox Jews 
were not in favour of it, or if they agreed with it at the beginning, they later broke it. 
Perhaps they were even supporting the Egyptians by sending their own envoys to Rome 
complaining about Antiochus’ invasion of that land. As a result, when forced by the 
Romans to give up the campaign, Antiochus returned through Judah to punish those who 
failed to keep faith with him while rewarding those who were in favour of it. This included 
a rigorous policy of putting in place his Hellenizing policies (Buchanan 1999:345). His 
‘indignation’ or ‘rage’ with those who kept the holy covenant was shown in his ruthless 
persecution of anybody who resisted these, which included positively the building of a 
garrison and a gymnasium in Jerusalem (1 Macc 1:14) and negatively the prohibition of 
Jewish customs and festivals such as circumcision, Sabbath and other feast days, sacrifices 
as well as possession of the Jewish scriptures (cf. 1 Macc 1:41-51, 56-57). Anyone not 
conforming was put to death (1 Macc 1:50, 60-63). Daniel 11:31 points out how this man 
and his followers even desecrated the Temple by abolishing the normal daily (morning and 
evening) sacrifices and by setting up ‘the abomination of desolation’ (  ְָתנְוֽםֵמוֹשְׁמ ץוּ֥קִּשַּׁה וּ֖נ ). 
According to 1 Maccabees 1:54, Antiochus built an altar dedicated to Zeus on top of the 
altar of burnt offering and offered sacrifices there (and elsewhere at altars built in 
Jerusalem), whereas 2 Maccabees 6:5 notes that ‘The altar of sacrifice was loaded with 




2.4.3.5.6 Measures against Religion in General (11:31-38) 
2.4.3.5.6.1 Measures against Jewish Religion – Severe Persecution (11:31) 
Daniel 11:31 reports how part of the measures against (Jewish) religion included the 
desecration, at the hands of ‘forces arising (וּד ֹ֑ מֲַעי) from him (וּנּ ֶ֣מִּמ),’264 of ‘the sanctuary, the 
mountain fortress’ ( ֙זוֹעָמַּה שׁ ָ֤דְּקִמַּה וּ֞לְלִּחְו), the removal of the regular sacrifice(s) (די ִ֔מָתַּה וּרי ִ֣סֵהְו) 
and the institution in place of these of the ‘abomination that causes desolation’ ( ץוּ֥קִּשַּׁה וּ֖נְָתנְו
ֽםֵמוֹשְׁמ). All this cannot have taken place without the use of force. Here is the king’s 
ultimate hubris, rising up not just against human beings, but God himself. Miller 
(1994:301) suggests that the description of the Temple as a ‘mountain fortress’ may imply 
that it was in fact used as a military citadel. Lebram (1984:120) observes that the words 
‘sanctuary’ and ‘mountain fortress’ are not combined through a conjunction (i.e. they are 
in apposition, Steinmann 2008:517265). He therefore thinks that it is possible that the 
‘mountain fortress’ designated a place beside the Temple, i.e. the Akra where the Greek 
soldiers performed their own cult (Lebram 1984:120). I think this is less likely, but in 
either case, the temple was desecrated as far as the Jews were concerned.266  
During Antiochus’ reign, the desecration of the temple included plundering its 
treasures, an activity engaged in not only by Antiochus Epiphanes, but other Seleucid 
leaders before him (cf. Buchanan 1999:348, n. 45). Buchanan (1999:348) explains that 
since Epiphanes means ‘manifest deity,’ Antiochus probably thought it was within his 
rights as such to enter temples and take whatever treasures they held. The Jerusalem 
temple was just one of those he plundered during his time in office (Buchanan 1999:348).  
                                                 
264 Buchanan (1999:346) offers an alternative translation of  ֙זוֹעָמַּה שׁ ָ֤דְּקִמַּה וּ֞לְלִּחְו וּד ֹ֑ מֲַעי וּנּ ֶ֣מִּמ םי ִֹ֖עְרזוּ: Instead of ‘And forces 
from him will arise and they will desecrate the sanctuary, the mountain fortress’ (my translation, but cf. NASB), he 
has ‘Then the powerful ones among us will rise up and plunder the temple and the mountain fortress.’ There are, 
however, problems with this suggestion. According to HALOT, the word  ַעוְֹרז can mean ‘power,’ or even ‘violence,’ 
so Buchanan’s suggestion is not without foundation. However, in Daniel 11:15 and 22 the expression םיִֹעְרז (v. 22 it 
is תוֹֹעְרז; literally ‘arms, forearms,’ but metaphorically ‘activity of power,’ ‘help,’ ‘God’s arm,’ i.e. power, ‘military 
forces,’ cf. HALOT) definitely means (military) forces, and I believe that this would be the more natural translation 
here too. Buchanan (1999:348) cannot explain ‘who these powerful ones were.’ The preposition וּנּ ֶ֣מִּמ is admittedly 
ambiguous, since it could mean either ‘from him’ or ‘from us,’ depending on the context. Buchanan (1999:348) 
comments: ‘It could mean that the troops that were from Antiochus were the ones who acted, or it could mean the 
forces of the Jewish nation who supported Antiochus were themselves the ones who actually committed these acts, 
which were offensive to orthodox Jews.’ He goes on to note that Antiochus ‘gave instructions for those who had 
abandoned the holy contract’ (his translation of verse 30b). His translation would imply a quotation from those 
apostates in the present text, which in my opinion is unlikely. Hence I prefer the translation offered by the majority 
of texts. While the desecration of the temple certainly included plundering its treasures, there is according to 
HALOT and BDB no precedence for translating וּ֞לְלִּחְו as ‘they plundered;’ rather, the word means ‘defile, profane.’  
265 Steinmann (2008:517) suggests that the two nouns form a hendiadys, meaning ‘the temple fortress,’ cf. NASB etc. 
He says that it ‘refers to a fortress erected on the temple mount.’ Lebram (1984:120) proposes the translation ‘the 
sanctuary, namely the mountain fortress.’ 
266 Gowan (2001:150) believes that after the sacking of Jerusalem Antiochus left troops in the city, which led to 




The removal of the regular sacrifices and the setting up of the  ֵמוֹשְׁמ ץוּקִּשַּׁהם  would 
have been the ultimate insult to orthodox religious feelings and obviously rendered the 
temple unclean for the use of the Jews. The text itself does not give any more details about 
the nature of the desecration. Lebram (1984:120) suggests that the 267ם ֵמוֹשְׁמ ץוּקִּשַּׁה was a 
pagan cult figure, connected to the Syrian god Belshamin, and that the Hebrew title ‘war 
eine herabsetzende Imitation dieses Namens, der auf der lautlichen Ähnlichkeit beider 
Namen beruht.’ Buchanan (1999:349) similarly notes that according to Rabbinic tradition 
‘the abomination of desolation was a statue … that was set up in the temple,’ whereas 1 
Maccabees 1:54 says it was set up on the altar. Buchanan (1999:349) surmises that it might 
have been a statue of Zeus (so also Steinmann 2008:530). The desecration consisted of 
pagan sacrifices, including pigs and other unclean animals, which were offered both in the 
Jerusalem temple and on altars set up elsewhere in the land (cf. Lucas 2002:286), and a 
ban on other Jewish religious practices such as circumcision ‘on pain of death’ (Lucas 
2002:286). 
 
2.4.3.5.6.1.1 The Fate of Faithful Jews versus that of Apostates during the Time of 
Persecution (11:32-35) 
During this time of intense persecution, many Jews forsook the ‘holy covenant’ and agreed 
with Antiochus’ policies. Antiochus apparently listened to their advice268 (or at least paid 
attention to them, שֶׁד ֹֽ ק תי ִ֥רְבּ י ְֵ֖בֹזע־לַע ן ֵָ֔ביְו, Daniel 11:30). They are labelled ‘those who act 
wickedly against/violators of [the] covenant,’ תי ִ֔רְב י ֵ֣עיִשְׁרַמוּ, in Daniel 11:32a, and 
‘apostates’ in 1 Macc 1:52 (NJB, lit. ‘those who forsake the law,’ πᾶς ὁ ἐγκαταλείπων τὸν 
νόµον,269 cf. Dn 11:30), men who are ‘polluted’ (BDB) or ‘defiled, brought to apostasy’ 
(HALOT)270 by Antiochus’ ‘smooth words’ (תוֹ֑קַּלֲחַבּ ףיִ֖נֲַחי) and who turn against their own 
countrymen.271 Steinmann (2008:530) suggests that the expression here ‘refers to the high 
priest Menelaus and his followers who readily acquiesced to the abominable policies 
                                                 
267 Steinmann (2008:517) connects the םֵמוֹשְׁמ ץוּקִּשַּׁה of the present verse to Daniel 8:13 (םֵֹמשׁ עַשֶׁפַּהְו, ‘the transgression 
causing desolation’) whose construction with definite noun and indefinite participle is similar, as is Daniel 9:27 ( ל ַ֨עְו
ם ֵֹ֔משְׁמ ֙םיִצוּקִּשׁ ףַ֤נְכּ, ‘upon the wing of detested things (is) a desolator’). 
268 Cf. Collins 1993:284, who argues that the brief reference to the Jewish renegades here ‘suggests that Antiochus’s 
subsequent actions were taken on their advice.’  
269 The same verb is used in the LXX (OG) of Daniel 11:30 for ‘those who forsake the holy covenant,’ ἐγκατέλιπον 
τὴν διαθήκην τοῦ ἁγίου. 
270 The verb ףנח only occurs 11 times in the MT and always refers to pollution of the land or even the prophets and 
priests through the sin (esp., but not exclusively, murder, immorality and idolatry) of the people. Thus it is a fitting 
term in this context. Particularly relevant is Isaiah 24:5 in this regard, because there, like here, both ףנח and תיִרְבּ 
occur together:  ץֶר ָ֥אָהְוהָ֖פְנָח  וּר ֵ֖פֵה ק ֹ֔ ח וּפְל ָ֣ח ֹ֙תרוֹת וּ֤רְבָע־ֽיִכּ ָהי ֶ֑בְֹשׁי תַח ַ֣תּתי ִ֥רְבּ ֽםָלוֹע  (And the land/earth is polluted by (lit. under) 
its inhabitants, for they have transgressed the laws, violated the statute, broken the eternal covenant; my translation, 
but cf. NASB). Though תיִרְבּ does not appear in Jeremiah 3:1, 2, 9 and Psalm 108:38, in the context there the prophet 
or psalmist also accuses the Israelites of polluting the land with their wickedness, i.e. covenant unfaithfulness.  
271 The expression תירב יעישׁרמ occurs in exactly the same form in 1QM 1:2, a text that is obviously based on these 
verses in Daniel 11. The occurrence there will be discussed in the section on 1QM. 
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imposed by Antiochus.’ יעישׁרמ is the Hiphil mp participle construct of עַשָׁר, ‘become 
guilty’ (HALOT) or ‘be wicked, act wickedly … be guilty’ (BDB). In this form, it only 
appears here in the MT.272 In the context of Daniel 11, ‘rāšāʿ refers first to the person who 
threatens the life of a compatriot’ (Van Leeuwen 1997:1262) and otherwise commits 
atrocities against his own people. In addition, the ršʿ can also be one who commits 
apostasy (cf. Ps 58:4), a meaning that fits the present context in Daniel too. These are, 
then, wicked people, apostates, renegade Jews who collaborate with the pagan invaders 
against their fellow countrymen. The covenant here is obviously the Mosaic covenant.  
Daniel 11:32 says about the רב יעישׁרמתי  that they are easily ‘deceived’ by the 
King of the North into ‘godlessness’, i.e. apostasy (NASB;  י ֵ֣עיִשְׁרַמוּתוֹ֑קַּלֲחַבּ ףיִ֖נֲַחי תי ִ֔רְב ) or 
disloyalty to their God (cf. Slotki 1951:97). The word ףנח, translated ‘turn to godlessness’ 
by NASB, is literally ‘to pollute’ (see note 269). Knierim (1997:447-448) observes that 
‘[t]he meaning “to be perverted” (hi. “to pervert”) is recognizable in all occurrences of the 
verb (Dan. 11:32, seduction to apostasy…).’ This verb goes well with the nominative 
יעישׁרמ as noted above.  
In contrast to these רב יעישׁרמתי  who are easily led astray into apostasy are those 
who refuse to do so and rather suffer death than forsake their religion (1 Macc 1:62-63). 
Daniel 11:32b calls them ‘people who know their God’ (וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛ע) who ‘will (cause to) 
be strong and take action’ (וּֽשָׂעְו וּ֥קִזֲַחי וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛עְו); 1 Maccabees 1:53 calls them ‘Israel,’ 
in distinction from the apostates – the ‘remnant,’ as Paul might say (Ro 11:5; cf. 9:6-12). 
The רב יעישׁרמתי  are contrasted with the וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛ע, and ףיִ֖נֲַחי is contrasted with וּֽשָׂעְו וּ֥קִזֲַחי 
in this verse. The wicked are easily deceived, turned to apostasy, whereas the ‘people who 
know their God’ are steadfast, ‘strong’ or even ‘causing (others) to be strong’ and willing 
and able to ‘act’ for their faith. They have ‘insight’ (  ָע יֵליִכְּשַׂמוּם , Dn 11:33a) and 
‘understanding’ (cf. HALOT; or are ‘prudent,’ BDB) and pass this ‘insight’ or 
‘understanding’ on to cause ‘many’ others who are likeminded ‘to understand’ (םי ִ֑בַּֽרָל וּני ִָ֖בי, 
Daniel 11:33a).273 The description of the וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛ע as standing firm and acting could, 
but need not, imply ‘an endorsement of the Maccabean revolt’ (Collins 1993:385). Collins 
(1993:385) rightly observes that ‘Daniel never refers unambiguously to the armed struggle 
[of the Maccabees], and it is clear that the action he most values is that of the maśkîlîm, 
described in the following verses.’ Goldingay (1991:303) remarks that the word ןיב in this 
verse ‘suggests that the ministry of the discerning is not teaching in general or exhortation 
                                                 
272 Van Leeuwen (1997:1262) observes that ‘[t]he root ršʿ appears in the OT as the most important antonym of ṣdq…. 
In contrast to the positive root ṣdq, ršʿ expresses negative behavior – evil thoughts, words, and deeds – antisocial 
behavior that simultaneously betrays a person’s inner disharmony and unrest.’ 
273 Collins (1993:385) argues that וי ָ֖הלֱֹא י ֵ֥עְֹדי ם ַ֛ע ‘is a general designation for the Jewish resistance’ and ‘broader than the 
[expression] םע יליכשׂמ … of the following verse.’  
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to faithfulness but the interpretation of the prophetic scriptures – and no doubt of these 
Danielic visions – for the persecuted community.’ He adds that the word  ִבַּרםי  indicates 
that it was no small body of people, but probably the majority of the Jews who resisted the 
religious policies of Antiochus which were only accepted by ‘the Tobiads and the 
Hellenising community’ (Goldingay 1991:303). 
The verb לכשׂ has been discussed above at Daniel 9:13. In the present verse it 
appears in the form  ֵליִכְּשַׂמי , the Hiphil mp construct participle, and is used as a noun 
modifying the absolute term םע. The meaning that fits the context best is that of having 
insight, but the idea of ‘thinking through … resulting in wise dealing’ (Goldberg 
1999:877) is, I believe, also included.274 Sæbø (1997:1271) and Porteous (1965:168) both 
believe that in the present text the  ִליִכְּשַׂמםי  are a special class of people, and Porteous 
(Porteous 1965:168) prefers to translate  ָע יֵליִכְּשַׂמוּם  more narrowly than the literal ‘the 
insightful of the people’ ‘“the wise leaders of the people,” meaning those who came 
forward in the crisis and paid, many of them with their lives, for their courage and loyalty’ 
(italics added). Slotki (1951:97) also notes that these  ִליִכְּשַׂמםי  are ‘spiritual leaders, who in 
that time of severe trial, adhered to the right, though perilous, course.’275 But it is doubtful 
if only leaders are meant here. Steinmann (2008:531) rightly suggests that ‘those who 
“have insight” are those who have faith in and are faithful to God, who study and 
understand his Word, and who rely upon it to respond to the challenges they face in living 
committed lives of faith in his promises, even when persecuted to the point of death.’ In 
other words, though there are leaders among this group, not all of them are necessarily 
leaders, but they are all wholeheartedly committed to the truth of God’s word and willing 
to suffer for it. In the context I believe that this is to be preferred, since they are contrasted 
with the wicked who fall away, and likewise not all the wicked were leaders, though many 
were. Later, in the Qumran literature, the term ליִכְּשַׂמ took on a special meaning since there 
he is an important leader in the community who ‘imparts enlightenment and 
understanding, in accordance with [the] biblical usage of the word’ (Anderson 1984:139). 
                                                 
274 Freyne (1982:9) proposes that ‘[b]y using the designation [i.e. ליִכְּשַׂמ] the author wishes to suggest that Daniel is the 
maskil, par excellence’ (cf. also Collins 1975:603, who states that Daniel ‘is the paradigm for the “wise” of Dan. xi 
32-33’). Furthermore, it appears that ‘Daniel is intended as typical of the group as a whole, both in his lifestyle and 
in the consequences that accrue to him as a result of his superior knowledge of God’s plan for the end of days.’ 
Sæbø (1997:1270) notes that ליִכְּשַׂמ means to be ‘insightful, intelligent, clever,’ and that this form often contrasts 
with the ‘fool’ and the ‘wicked’ (‘transgressor’, עשׁר). The ליִכְּשַׂמ not only exhibits intelligence, but is also religious 
(in the sense of God-fearing) and in Daniel the word can refer to a special class of trained people (cf. Dn 1:4, 17; 
Sæbø 1997:1270). Daniel 1:4 and 17, however, do not use the participle in the sense of a particular class of people. 
Daniel 1:4 states that the king of Babylon was looking among his captives for young men ‘understanding/having 
insight into all wisdom’ (ה ָ֗מְכָח־לָכְבּ םי ִ֣ליִכְּשַׂמוּ; one might paraphrase: ‘intelligent enough to be educated in the 
Babylonian higher education system’); and 1:17 does not use the participle but the perfect form of the verb to 
express the idea that God imparted ‘understanding/insight into all literature’ to Daniel and his three friends. This, of 
course, is a noteworthy issue: these men did not merely possess human intelligence, but their intelligence came as a 
gift of God. 
275 On the verb ‘show strength’ he says that these men are ‘steadfast in their loyalty to Judaism’ (Slotki 1951:97). 
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The term םיבר also became a technical term in the Qumran community, designating the 
‘rank and file of the sect’ (Collins 1993:385).  
A number of scholars, among them Ginsberg (1953:402), Anderson (1984:140) 
and Davies (1985:110), rightly see in this section a reference to the Suffering Servant in 
Isaiah 52:13-53:12, in particular to 53:11 which states that the Servant will ‘by his 
knowledge cause … (to) the many to be righteous’ (  קי ִ֥דְַּצי וֹ֗תְּעַדְבּ ...םי ִ֑בַּֽרָל , my deliberately 
literal translation), and to 52:13 where we read that God’s servant will 
‘prosper/succeed/act wisely,276 he will be high and lifted up, and very much exalted’ (my 
translation, but cf. NASB;  ְַשׂי ֥הֵנִּהד ֹֽ אְמ הּ ַ֖בָגְו א ִָ֛שּׂנְו םוָּ֧רי י ִ֑דְּבַע לי ִ֖כּ ). Ginsberg (1953:402) in fact 
argues that the apocalyptic writer identifies the maśkîlîm with the Servant of Isaiah 52:13-
53:12, and the Many of his own day with the Many there. In fact, he proposes that the 
‘Maskilim, like the Servant, justify the Many,’ and those who are martyred and who are 
resurrected (see Dn 12:3) become the ‘justifiers of the Many’ (Ginsberg 1953:402). Seow 
(2003:181) takes this up and says that according to this view of the Servant’s suffering ‘the 
“many” who see [it] will “perceive” or “understand.”’ Not only that, the Servant will, 
according to Isaiah 53, suffer and die innocently, but bear his suffering quietly for the 
salvation for others. ‘This approach may have provided a model for the portrayal of quiet 
faithfulness in Daniel’ (Seow 2003:181). Goldingay (1991:303) observes that the ‘terms 
the discerning and the multitude hint at the idea that the calling of the servant of Yahweh 
described in Isa 52:13-53:12 … is being fulfilled here, not only by the leadership but by 
the people as a whole who also suffer.’ Similar sentiments are voiced also by Collins 
(1993:385). Wildgruber (2013:246) suggests that just as ‘the Servant is successful despite 
outward appearances,’277 so are the maśkîlîm and ‘those who know their God’ who truly 
seek to understand God’s working in history.  
The  ִליִכְּשַׂמםי  in Daniel 11 face persecution and death, possibly even the danger of 
apostasy278 and perhaps treason from inside since we are told that ‘many will join them in 
hypocrisy [lit. with smoothness/ slipperiness]’ (תוֹֽקַּלְקַלֲחַבּ, Dn 11:33, NASB). In other 
                                                 
276 Seow’s (2003:181) suggestion. 
277 ‘Der Gottesknecht hat Erfolg, allem äußeren Anschein zum Trotz.’ 
278 Daniel 11:33: ‘they will tumble/totter by sword and by flame and by captivity and by plunder for some time [lit. 
days]’ (  י ִ֥בְשִׁבּ ה ָ֛בָהֶלְבוּ בֶר ֶ֧חְבּ וּ֞לְשְִׁכנְוםֽיִָמי הָ֖זִּבְבוּ ); Daniel 11:35 ‘some of those who have insight will fall’ … for the 
purpose of ‘refining, purging and making them pure’ (ן ֵ֖בְּלַלְו ר ֵ֥רָבְלוּ ם ֶ֛הָבּ ףוֹ֥רְצִל וּ֗לְֽשִָׁכּי םיִ֣ליִכְּשַׂמַּה־ןִמוּ). The Hebrew word 
used to express the idea of the righteous ‘falling’ is לשׁכּ, meaning ‘stumble, totter’ (BDB, HALOT), is normally 
used for physical falling, but it is also used metaphorically to express the falling of a person on the way of life 
(Harris 1999:457-458). According to Harman (1997:734) this is the more common meaning of the word, especially 
in the prophetic and poetic books. Lebram (1984:121) similarly argues that this expression ‘bezeichnet in der 
Bedeutung “zugrundegehen” immer den Untergang des Sünders, im späteren Hebräisch die Übertretung des 
göttlichen Gebots.’ Hence he concludes that in the present context this word also implies ‘das Abweichen von 
Gottes Weg,’ i.e. apostasy. Both leaders and followers are implicated in this falling away (‘Zu den Strauchelnden 
gehören sowohl die Lehrer als auch die Vielen;’ Lebram 1984:121). 
150 
 
words, not all those ‘who joined in the movement of resistance were sincere’ (Porteous 
1965:168). Yet they will ‘be helped with a little help/receive some help’ (Dn 11:34; 
ט ָ֑עְמ ֶרז ֵ֣ע וְּ֖רזֵָעי ם ָ֔לְשׁ ָ֣כִּהְבוּ). However, this time of danger and persecution for the faithful will 
only be for a certain time period ‘until the time of the end, for the appointed time is still to 
come’ (  ץ ֵ֑ק ת ֵ֣ע־דַעֽדֵעוֹמַּל דוֹ֖ע־יִכּ ).  
Some scholars see in the expression ‘little help’ a hint at the Maccabean revolt 
(e.g. Montgomery 1927:458; Goldingay 1991:303). However, if that is so, the writer was 
obviously not at all impressed with their methods, but preferred ‘the action of the martyrs 
who proved their loyalty in the fires of persecution and contributed to the purifying of the 
community’ (Porteous 1965:168). Baldwin (1978:196-197) astutely observes that the fact 
that the Maccabean revolt is dealt with in such dismissive terms ‘would be an 
extraordinary viewpoint for an author in the years 165/164 to take, when the struggle 
against the Greeks was going in the favour of the Maccabean resistance, and the Temple 
was about to be rededicated (December 165 or 164 BC) unless, perhaps, he disapproved of 
the violent methods employed.’ Alternatively, the ‘little help’ may indicate ‘that few will 
genuinely share the “understanding” of “the wise” and give them wholehearted support’ 
(Lucas 2002:287).279   
Unlike most scholars cited Chisholm (2002:322) thinks that verses 33-35 
‘summarize the early years of the Maccabean revolt and take us a few years beyond the 
death of Antiochus IV.’ He believes that verse 33a ‘probably refers to the priest Mattathias 
and his sons,’ who ‘suffered some setbacks (v. 33b), but eventually emerged victorious,’ 
and that the ‘little help’ refers to the Romans who apparently made an alliance with some 
of the Jews (Chisholm 2002:322). From the way the ‘wise’ are described this interpretation 
is in my opinion less likely, but due to the cryptic nature of the text it is impossible to be 
dogmatic. In any case, Steinmann (2008:531) rightly points out that the true helper of the 
faithful is God, not humans.  
The purpose of God in this time of persecution and threat for the believer is ‘for 
purging … and for purifying and for cleansing [lit. making white]’ (Dn 11:35, my 
                                                 
279 Redditt (1999:184) suggests that if one translates the phrase ט ָ֑עְמ ֶרז ֵ֣ע וְּ֖רזֵָעי simply ‘they will receive little help’ 
(instead of ‘they will receive a little help’) the outlook ‘is even bleaker,’ though whether the Hebrew carries this 
nuance is difficult to say. Like Lucas he thinks that the phrase is ‘the author’s explanation of what he meant by 
“little help”’ (Redditt 1999:185). Steinmann (2008:531) argues that the phrase ‘is most likely a reference to all who 
remained steadfast in obedience to God’s Word and mounted some type of armed or passive resistance to the 
Seleucids.’ The Maccabees, in his opinion, ‘probably were only the best known of many who resisted Antiochus’ 
measures’ (Steinmann 2008:531). A similar view is propounded by Collins (1984:101) who suggests that as there is 
‘no hint of militancy in Daniel and the author would scarcely have regarded the Maccabees as a help in the task of 
making the masses understand,’ it is ‘more likely’ that the expression ‘little help’ refers ‘to the few who shared the 
viewpoint of the maśkîlîm.’ 
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translation;  ףוֹ֥רְצִל... ן ֵ֖בְּלַלְו ר ֵ֥רָבְלוּ ). Steinmann (2008:531-532) is right to note a connection 
with Revelation 7:9, 13-14; 3:4-5, 18; 4:4; 6:11 and 19:14 (cf. also Collins 1993:386), 
though the terminology for cleansing and white garments in these verses is quite different 
from that used in the LXX of Daniel. He concludes that the persecution of Antiochus 
‘ultimately served God’s purpose as it refined among the Jewish people those who would 
faithfully cling to his promise of deliverance in the Messiah’ (Steinmann 2008:532).  
The time of persecution, as stated above, is for a limited time,  ַע דוֹע־יִכּ ץֵק תֵע־ד
 ֵעוֹמַּלד , ‘until a time of end, for the appointed time is still (to come)/until a time, an end, for 
still (it will continue) to the appointed time’ (my translation). Collins (1993:389) thinks 
that the expression refers to ‘the period when the crisis comes to its resolution.’ It is, 
however, significant that the section between Daniel 11:29-35 is framed by  ֵעוֹמַּלד , as verse 
29 begins with it and verse 35 ends with it. This might mean that indeed only the time of 
Antiochus’ persecution of the Jews is in view. However, the phrase  ֵע ֵק תץ  only occurs here, 
at 11:40 (there with the preposition ב), 12:4 and 9 in the MT; if one includes the preceding 
preposition as well, the expression is  ֵק תֵע־דַעץ , which only appears here and in 12:4 and 9. 
In chapter 12, this expression refers to an unspecified ‘end time’ in the eschatological 
future. In my opinion this is the case also in the present context. In other words, though the 
present context fits that of Antiochus’ persecution to a large extent, this does not exhaust 
the meaning of the passage.280  
 
2.4.3.5.6.1.2 Measures against All Religions (11:36-38) 
Whereas Daniel 11:32-35 focused on the difference between faithful and unfaithful Jews 
during the time of persecution, verse 36 apparently returns to a description of Antiochus’ 
‘achievements.’281 There is, however, in verse 36 a significant change of phraseology. 
Chisholm (2002:325) astutely observes that only here is the tyrant of verses 21-35 actually 
called ‘the king’ (ךְֶלֶמַּה). Elsewhere it is simply ‘he’ (not even ‘King of the North’) except 
in verse 27 where reference is made to two kings who are sitting at the same table and 
dealing deceitfully with each other (םיִכָלְמַּה ם ֶ֤הֵינְשׁוּ; note the compound noun and the plural). 
Steinmann (2008:539) rightly perceives that in fact no other Hellenistic king is referred to 
                                                 
280 Parry (2011:500) also notes that the phrase דֵֽעוֹמַּל דוֹ֖ע־יִכּ at least allows ‘for the possibility that 11:36-39 describes 
events in the “time of the end”,’ though one does not have to interpret the text in this way. The identification is 
strengthened by the verbal connection between Daniel 11:36 and 9:26 and 27, which all use the verb ץרח (be 
determined, decided): Daniel 11:36 has הָת ָֽשֱֶׂענ ה ָ֖צָרֱֶחנ י ִ֥כּ, ‘that which is decreed will be done’; 9:26 has תוֹֽמֵֹמשׁ תֶצ ֶ֖רֱֶחנ, 
‘desolations are decreed;’ and 9:27 has ה ָ֔צָרֱחֶ֣נְו ֙הָלָכּ־דַעְו, ‘and even until a complete destruction, one that is decided’ 
(NASB). 
281 See e.g. Collins (1993:386) who argues that verse 36 ‘recapitulates the king’s behaviour during the persecution’ 
rather than continuing on from verse 35; also Goldingay (1991:304) who clarifies this resumption by translating ‘the 
northern king’, though the word ‘northern’ does not appear in the text 
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in this way; they are labelled either the ‘King of the South’ or the ‘King of the North,’ or 
‘warrior king’ (רוֹבִּגּ ךְֶלֶמ) for Alexander the Great, but not just ‘the king’ as here. This and 
the reference to the ‘time of end’ in the previous verse probably indicate a change of ‘both 
timeframe and subject’ (Steinmann 2008:539). Therefore it is possible that though a 
number of the features that are reported in the following verses still tie in with the times of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, the reference here is to another, eschatological king and time. 
Antiochus foreshadowed this time and person to some extent, but not exactly.282 
Meadowcroft (2004a:244), looking at verses 40-45, also adopts the assumption ‘that there 
is a surface reference to events in the 160’s BCE ongoing [in verses 36-39 as well as 40-
45], but … there are also elements that point beyond them.’ 
‘The king,’ we are told, ‘will do as he pleases’ ( נוֹצְרִכ הָשָׂעְווֹ ), just as the first king 
of Greece, Alexander the Great (Dn 11:3), and the king mentioned before him, Antiochus 
III (Dn 11:16), had done. Lucas (2002:289) opines that by implication there is a hint that 
this king, like his two predecessors, ‘will meet an untimely and unexpected end.’ Clifford 
(1975:25) notes that the phrase ‘is a Danielic expression for a tyrant’s military triumph just 
prior to disaster (8:4; 11:3, 16).’ Chisholm (2002:325) suggests that the close literary links 
with previous descriptions of kings in this chapter and with Daniel 8:4 (concerning the 
Medo-Persian empire) ‘may suggest that the king of [Daniel 11:36-39] epitomizes the 
pride and power of these previous kings and transcends the historical Antiochus IV. If so, 
the title “the king” … is quite appropriate’ (italics added). Goldingay (1991:304) also 
suggests that the language here is a standard form of ‘description of apparently 
unchallengeable authority … [which] presages unexpected disaster, or at least frustration 
and failure, and thus adds to the sense of expectancy that Antiochus’ success cannot 
continue’ (cf. also Page 1996:195). Buchanan (1999:36) observes that the title ‘king’ is 
used by the author of Daniel 11 ‘when a king won a significant battle (Dan 11:3, 16)’ and 
that it means that ‘no one could interfere with him. His power was compared to God’s.’ 
But this king not only does as he pleases in the human realm, but he usurps for 
himself what hitherto had been reserved for God. Up to now, he has waged a religious war 
against the Jews. From now on it seems, according to the angelic interpreter, he is against 
all established religion, including, but not restricted to, Jewish religion. It is said that he 
‘will exalt himself and make himself great/magnify himself above all gods, and concerning 
                                                 
282 Other interpretations apart from the two mentioned concerning the referent of verses 35ff have appeared throughout 
the ages. According to Anderson (1984:140) medieval Jewish interpreters saw here ‘a reference to the Fourth 
Kingdom,’ i.e. Rome, and Rashi apparently suggested that the abomination of desolation in the previous verses did 
not refer to Antiochus’ altar to Zeus but the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70, the reference in verse 31 to 
the Bar Kochba revolt of AD 132-135, and verses 36ff to ‘the Roman emperor Constantine’ (Anderson 1984:140-
141). Anderson (1984:141) dismisses the view advocated by myself and others with Hartman and DiLella 
(1978:303) as ‘“exegetically witless and religiously worthless”.’ I beg to differ. 
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the God of gods he will speak blasphemies (lit. wondrous things)’ (Dn 11:36;  ֙לֵדַּגְִּתיְו ם ֵ֤מוֹרְִתיְו
תוֹ֑אָלְִפנ ר ֵ֖בְַּדי םי ִ֔לֵא ל ֵ֣א ֙לַעְו ל ֵ֔א־לָכּ־לַע, my translation). Lucas (2002:289) observes that the verbs 
translated ‘exalt’ and ‘make great/magnify’ ‘are normally used in the HB only of God or of 
those who impiously challenge God.’283 Clifford (1975:25) sees here a reuse of ‘the 
Canaanite myth of the rebellion in the heavens’ that also appears in Ezekiel 28:1-19 and 
Isaiah 14:3-21, and in Daniel in chapters 7-8, ‘where the earthly tyrant who threatens the 
holy people comes finally to speak arrogant words against Yahweh.’ Collins (1993:387) 
suggests that since the statements in verse 37 do not quite tie in with Antiochus Epiphanes’ 
policies, Daniel ‘probably [employed] deliberate polemical distortion, to depict the impiety 
of the king in the most extreme terms possible.’  
Because of all this, many conservative scholars argue that at verse 36 the referent 
changes from Antiochus to ‘Antichrist’ (or at least an Antichrist figure) because the 
descriptions given concerning this king go beyond what Antiochus did. Chisholm 
(2002:322) argues that ‘one must make allowance for hyperbole here’ and proceeds to 
show that Antiochus did in fact consider himself the creator of the world, according to 2 
Maccabees 9:8. Furthermore, Chisholm (2002:323) rightly suggests that it may be best 
‘not to pit Antiochus against Antichrist’ since it is ‘most likely [that] Antiochus is a type of 
Antichrist, just as his abominable altar … foreshadowed a future desecration of the temple 
(Matt. 24:15)’ (italics added). In other words, though the writer uses hyperbole it is also 
possible, even likely, that this section actually transcends Antiochus and points to a later, 
eschatological, even worse ruler who would indeed abolish all other religious practices to 
exalt himself.   
In his megalomania this king will disregard all other gods that people worship in 
the land, including ‘the god of his fathers284 and the desire of women’ (Dn 11:37a), but 
especially the God of the Jews, the true ‘God of gods’ (Dn 11:36b). The expression ‘desire 
of women’ has often been identified as Tammuz-Adonis (e.g. Collins 1993:387; Lebram 
1975:755), or as Dionisos (e.g. Bunge 1973:178). Lebram (1975:755) argues that Adonis 
is particularly suitable in view of the fact that Antiochus did in fact invade Egypt.285 The 
                                                 
283 Lucas (2002:289) also sees an echo of Isaiah’s oracle against Assyria in Isaiah 10 (esp. v. 15). 
284 Parry (2011:503) points out that the expression ‘God of (one’s) father’ is in the MT always used for the ‘God of 
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.’ Hence, he says, the term in this verse must refer to a Jewish king who ‘will exalt 
himself over every god and will prosper until God’s indignation has been completely poured out upon Jerusalem and 
the temple’ (Parry 2011:503).  
285 Lucas (2002:290) observes rightly that both Adonis and Dionisos ‘were popular in Egypt’ and so the point is ‘that 
Antiochus shows contempt for the main gods favoured by both the Seleucid and Ptolemaic dynasties’ (cf. Bunge 
1973:181-182). Goldingay (1991:304) concurs that this may be so, but suggests that ‘the seer may simply be 
expressing a theological distaste for what he sees as Antiochus’s subservience of religion to politics.’ Clifford 
(1975:25) suggests that the ‘replacement of deities proper to each nation (Dan 11:37-38) represents an attempt to 
change what humans may not change, since the guardians of each nation are appointed by the president of the divine 
assembly (e.g. Deut 32:8-9…).’ 
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problem, however, with all these suggestions is that there is no ‘evidence [at all] in the 
historical records that Antiochus ever opposed or forbade this ancient practice’ (Archer 
1985, on vv. 36-39). Therefore the attack on religious practices in general substantiates the 
position that this section points to a different time sphere.286  
The angelic interpreter comments that this king ‘will succeed until indignation is 
complete/until he has completed indignation, for that which is decided will be done’ (Dn 
11:36b, my translation; הָת ָֽשֱֶׂענ ה ָ֖צָרֱֶחנ י ִ֥כּ םַע ַ֔ז הָל ָ֣כּ־דַע ַ֙ח֙יִלְצִהְו).287 The word םַע ַז ‘usually denotes 
the wrath of God’ (Miller 1994:307), and this seems to be the meaning here too.288 
However, Collins (1993:386) thinks that the subject of the sentence is Antiochus and that 
therefore ‘the king is allotted a fixed period to indulge his wrath against Israel (thus “until 
his wrath is spent”).’ Collins argues that the interpretation given above, though not 
impossible, ‘goes against the tendency of Daniel to place the blame for the turmoil on the 
king’ (Collins 1993:386). In my opinion the two interpretations are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive, since God usually exhibits his anger through human beings, but the 
context here certainly does permit, and perhaps even favours, Collins’ interpretation. The 
last words of Daniel 11:36, הָת ָֽשֱֶׂענ ה ָ֖צָרֱֶחנ, are reminiscent of 9:26-27 (see above for 
comments on these verses).  
Yet, though the king sets himself above all gods according to verses 36-37, verse 
38 notes that he introduces a god that has been unknown so far, at least among his 
compatriots, a ‘god of mountain fortresses’ (  ִזֻּעָמ ַהּלֱֹאםי ) to whom he pays homage with 
(presumably sacrifices and) his wealth, and in whose name he apparently fights his future 
wars (Dn 11:39a). Perhaps this is a flashback to the king’s earlier reign, or maybe it is ‘a 
reference to the attention [the king] pays to his own military machine and his insatiable 
desire to oppress others’ (Longman 1999:283).  
This ‘god of mountain fortresses’ has been identified variously as Zeus Olympios 
(e.g. Bevan 1900:26-30) or Jupiter Capitolinus (e.g. Montgomery 1927:463). Hengel 
(1974:284) however denies this and suggests that it was the ‘god of the Acra,’ who was 
worshipped by apostate Jews ‘and their Seleucid confederates.’ Lebram (1975:755-776) 
rightly points out that it is difficult to identify any of the Greek gods with this ‘god of the 
mountain fortresses’ since none of them could be designated ‘strange gods’ who were 
unknown to Antiochus’ predecessors. He suggests that the function of the ‘god of 
                                                 
286 A similar description of a ruler abandoning all worship except for that of himself appears in Revelation 13. 
287 Ginsberg (1953:401) suggests that the apocalyptic writer of this passage saw here a fulfilment of the prophecy in 
Isaiah 10:24-26. 
288 In Daniel םַַעז occurs here and in 8:19 where the angelic interpreter also referred to the ‘final period of indignation’ 
which ‘pertains to the appointed time of the end’ (NASB). 
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mountain fortresses’ is to help conquer fortresses (as implied by the name) and therefore 
that Daniel used a title that referred (even if logically not quite correctly, as he notes) to 
the function rather than the cult of this god (Lebram 1975:756; italics added).  Bunge 
(1973:173) thinks the title ‘god of the mountain fortresses’ does indeed refer to Zeus, but 
that the Jew Daniel, like his contemporaries, would have considered this title simply as the 
Greek form of their own Semitic god ‘Baal Shamim’ (Bunge 1973:176). He argues that the 
‘strange god’, the ‘god of mountain fortresses’ was known to Antiochus’ ancestors 
(‘fathers’), but not as chief god (Bunge 1973:176), and that he changed his allegiance to 
Zeus because he broke with the tradition of the Seleucids to worship Apollo, and denied 
this god the right to choose the rightful heir to the throne (cf. Bunge 1973:180-81, n. 4 of 
p. 180). Collins (1993:388) suggests that Daniel is once again engaging ‘in polemical 
exaggeration. Antiochus did what his fathers had not done by imposing a cult on Jerusalem 
… Daniel takes the king’s break with tradition to an extreme by denying any continuity 
with his fathers.’ None of these suggestions is very satisfactory, and I believe that though 
Antiochus certainly foreshadowed the events foretold in this section, the text actually 
points to another, future eschatological figure. 
In all of this, though the word ‘covenant’ is not mentioned, this king acts, and 
causes others to act, in direct contradiction to the first two commandments and thus against 
the covenant stipulations issued at Mt Sinai. This also applies to the next verse (Dn 11:39), 
especially since the king uses the help of a ‘strange god’ and ‘shares out land’ at will.  
 
2.4.3.5.7 War with Nations, Including the King of the South (11:39-44) 
Verse 39 tells us that this king will ‘act against the strongest fortresses (  ִזֻּעָמםי ) with [the 
help of] a strange god (  ֱא ֵָכנ ַהּוֹלר ), and to those he recognises/regards (ריִכַּה, Hiph pf 3ms of 
רַָכנ) he will increase glory/honour, and he will cause them to rule over the many, and he 
will share out land for a price’ (Dn 11:39, my translation). Two things are significant in 
this verse: firstly, the use of the title לֱא ַהּוֹ  for god which, with a few exceptions, only 
appears in the Writings;289 secondly, the words ר ֵָכנ and ריִכַּה, whose stem consists of the 
same consonants. The author apparently used them deliberately to create a word play (cf. 
Parry 2011:507). Clifford (1975:25) rightly observes that the reapportionment of the land 
was ‘another wresting of a divine prerogative since only God can apportion the land’ (e.g. 
                                                 
289 The exceptions are: Deuteronomy 32:15, 17; 2 Kings 17:41; Isaiah 44:8; Habakkuk 1:11; 3:3 (all except 2 Ki 17:41 
poetic texts). The vast majority of the 58 occurrences, 41, appears in Job where it is obviously a preferred title for 
God. Schmidt (1997:115) notes that the singular  ַהוֹלֵא occurs, with few exceptions, mostly in post-exilic literature (he 
apparently considers Job post-exilic). Fretheim (1997:405) rightly observes that לֱא ַהּוֹ  is probably used there ‘to avoid 
specifically Israelite associations’ (note that the title is used of the god of a pagan ruler).  
156 
 
Lv 25:23; Josh 13; Is 34:17).290 Page (1996:196-197) suggests that the reference to the 
preferential treatment of people who supported Antiochus ‘might include the scandal 
caused by the sale of the high priesthood to one whose sentiments were pro-Greek’ and 
that the ‘valuation and sale of the land may echo the de-facto ownership of Jerusalem by 
the self-governing Acra after its construction.’ 
The interpretation of Daniel 11:40-45 has caused much perplexity among 
scholars. While these verses seem to continue the story of Antiochus Epiphanes up to his 
death, ‘they do not correspond in any way with the events following his second withdrawal 
from Egypt and the beginning of the persecution of the Jews’ (Lucas 2002:290). 1 
Maccabees 6:1-17, 2 Maccabees 1:11-17, 2 Maccabees 9:1-29 and Polybius (Histories 
31.9) all report on Antiochus’ final campaign and death, but they agree only on the facts 
that he embarked on a campaign in Persia, failed in an attempt to rob a temple, and met an 
untimely death, attributed either to sudden illness (1 Macc 6; 2 Macc 9, Polybius) or 
murder (2 Macc 1; cf. Lucas 2002:291), but this is all very different from the account in 
Daniel 11:40-45. This is the reason why most modern scholars take verse 40 as the 
transition from ex eventu to real, and in their opinion erroneous, prophecy (e.g. Collins 
1993:388; Anderson 1984:142), whereas conservative scholars take this section as 
referring to an antichrist figure (or the antichrist), whether they actually use this term or 
not (e.g. Baldwin 1978:197-203; Longman 1999:280-283; Mihalios 2011:44291).  
Daniel 11:40 begins with another time marker,  ֵק תֵעְבוּץ , ‘and at [the] time of [the] 
end,’ (there is no definite article), words that were also found at the end of verse 35 (where 
they appeared in the form  ֵק תֵע־דַעץ , ‘until [the] time of [the] end’) and that will reappear in 
12:1. This in itself sets this section apart, since it breaks the pattern of reported events 
between verses 36-39 without such a time marker. If one considers the time markers at the 
end of verse 35 and at the beginning of verse 40 to be boundary markers, then what has 
been reported from verses 36-39 has taken place in the interim period, whereas now in 
verse 40 the ‘time of the end’ has arrived and the angelic interpreter proceeds to tell Daniel 
what is going to happen at that point in history. Longman (1999:283) suggests the ‘end’ in 
view is ‘the end of the pride and life of the king who does as he pleases.’ Since 12:1-3 
continues to look forward to the resurrection of the dead, Longman (1999:283) suggests 
that ‘this is a clue that the end (in its ultimate sense) is the end of time.’ Block (2006:51) 
                                                 
290 Parry (2011:506) takes the subject here to be the ‘foreign god,’ i.e. it is the foreign god who is acknowledged, who 
will ‘cause them to rule over the many’ and who ‘will apportion the land for a price.’ Though not impossible, this 
seems rather far-fetched, especially the last clause, which more naturally would suggest a human being as subject 
rather than a god.  
291 Mihalios (2011:44) writes: ‘I argue that the figure of Antiochus has become the pattern for God’s final adversary, 
who appears in the end-time hour. The king of 11:36-45 represents the actual eschatological enemy of God.’ 
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however believes that the ‘end’ in view here is not the eschatological end time which is 
still future from our point of view, but the first coming of the Messiah, i.e. Jesus Christ. 
Collins (1993:389), as noted above on verse 35, believes that the ‘time of the end’ refers to 
‘the period when the crisis comes to its resolution,’ but he is also adamant that since there 
is ‘nothing to indicate a change of subjects from the preceding passage … there can be no 
doubt that the reference is to Antiochus [Epiphanes].’ As I argued above, I believe that the 
reference in the preceding passage is in fact not exclusively to Antiochus, but that he 
foreshadows a much worse figure to come in the future, and that this is what the present 
passage is all about. Collins (1993:389) in fact admits as much, since he continues to 
observe that the passage recalls eschatological passages from other prophets, and that 
‘Antiochus is assimilated to a mythic pattern that underlies later Christian traditions about 
the Antichrist.’ Stahl (1994:193) states that verses 40ff report eschatological end-time 
events, though they do so through the lens of the political happenings at the time of 
writing.292  
Daniel 11:40-45 once again reports a war between the ‘King of the North’ and 
the ‘King of the South.’293 Meadowcroft (2004a:249) observes that the continued 
vagueness of nomenclature in the chapter means that ‘there is nothing in these final verses 
… that requires the interpreter to read the King of the North as Antiochus IV.’ In fact, he 
believes, rightly I think, that ‘the King of the North is a composite identification of the 
Seleucid emperors throughout chapter 11,’ and that ‘the maintenance of the kings of the 
North/South terminology permits a degree of multivalence … which is best appreciated in 
literary terms’ (Meadowcroft 2004a:249). This means that in his opinion the events of the 
previous section continue in Daniel 11:40-45 ‘into the anticipated future’ which, while 
apparently carrying on the description of warfare between the Seleucid and Ptolemaic 
empires, points ‘towards a larger significance and culmination in [the] future’ 
(Meadowcroft 2004a:249). He rightly points out that both in verse 40 and 45 the word ץק 
appears, in verse 40 in a general term pointing to future events, but in verse 45 specifically 
pointing to the ‘end’ of the despicable ruler (‘his end’):  
                                                 
292 Buchanan (1999), in contrast to the two opinions just outlined, believes that verses 40-45 do not refer to Antiochus 
IV Epiphanes or to an antichrist figure, but to Antiochus III the Great. In his opinion Daniel 11:40-45 is ‘a second 
summary of a historical event in the life of Antiochus III,’ an ‘appendix’ and alternative to 11:14-19 (Buchanan 
1999:365). This is an interesting suggestion, but I am not convinced by his argument that this is in analogy to other 
duplicate accounts, e.g. in Genesis 2 of a second creation account. All other examples (except Genesis 2) he lists are 
vague and refer to duplicate accounts in different books, such as Isaiah 36-39 which is almost identical to 2 Kings 
18:17-20:19 (which he does not specify but only alludes to). In addition, the duplicates are usually well marked. 
Genesis 2:4 for example begins by explicitly stating that ‘This is the account of the heavens and the earth when they 
were created.’ In Daniel 11:40 there is no such marker to indicate that the reference is to a previous happening. 
However, the fact that in this verse the title ‘King of the North’ appears, for the first time since 11:15 where it 
indeed refers to Antiochus III, is a point in Buchanan’s favour. 
293 Meadowcroft (2004a:248) remarks that throughout the chapter ‘the North/South terminology recalls the Assyrians 
and Babylonians from the north and the Egyptians from the south’ of Israel’s earlier history. 
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This variegated usage of the term qets … indicates that the anticipated end of the Seleucid 
King of the North is a temporal end, but that his end foreshadows a greater end, the 
culmination of all earthly kingdoms and the establishment of the eternal kingdom. It points to 
a future that looks like the past but is something quite different from the past (Meadowcroft 
2004a:250).  
The reign of the last King of the North is framed by events including 
international warfare, and verses 40-45 comprise the last war of this ‘despicable person.’ 
The initiative lies with the King of the South who will ‘engage in butting with the King of 
the North’ (בֶג ֶ֔נַּה ךְֶל ֶ֣מ ֙וֹמִּע חַַ֤גּנְִתי; Dn. 11:40, my translation), but the King of the North will 
‘rush in upon him with chariots, with horse-men and with many ships’ (Dn 11:40; ר ֵ֨עָתְִּשׂיְו
תוֹ֑בַּר תוִֹ֖יּנֳאָבוּ םי ִ֔שָׁר ָ֣פְבוּ ֙בֶכ ֶ֙רְבּ ןוֹ֗פָצַּה ךְֶל ֶ֣מ וי ָ֜לָע, my translation; cf. HALOT for ר ֵ֨עָתְִּשׂי). The King of 
the North will, in fact, not just war against the King of the South, but also against other 
nations, since we are informed that he will also enter ‘[other] lands and overflow and pass 
through294 [them],’ (Dn 11:40, 42), among them ‘the beautiful land’ (Dn 11:41). ‘Many [of 
these lands]295 will fall,’ but the victory of the King of the North will not be universal, 
since a number of nations will escape, or perhaps ‘be left alone’ (וּ֣טְלִָמּי): ‘Edom, Moab, and 
the foremost sons of Ammon’296 (Dn 11:41).  
Why these nations should escape is not clear, but Lucas (2002:291) proposes that 
‘the point is that the “flood” will be confined to the western side of the Jordan’ (cf. Miller 
1994:311, who notes that these nations are perhaps not ‘in the path of Antichrist’s 
armies’).297 Seow (2003:185) suggests that the author here attempts prediction of what will 
happen to Antiochus, and that the three nations that will escape the ‘flood’ will do so 
because they will ally themselves with him, though of course this is not explicitly stated. 
Perhaps Seow’s suggestion is more likely (though unnecessarily restricted to Antiochus).  
Verse 42 tells of more attacks on other nations, including Egypt, which will not 
escape, and verse 43 shows how the King of the North will plunder the riches of Egypt: 
‘he will rule over the hidden stores of gold and silver and all the precious things of Egypt, 
                                                 
294 For ף ַ֥טָשְׁו cf. וּ֥פְטִָשּׁי ףֶט ֶ֛שַּׁה in v. 22; for ֽרָבָעְו ף ַ֥טָשְׁו cf. v 10: ר ָ֑בָעְו ף ַ֣טָשְׁו where the same phrase applies to Antiochus the 
Great. This would be a point in favour of Buchanan’s argument that this section refers back to him.  
295 The feminine plural תוֹבַּר indicates that countries are meant, not generally people, for which the masculine plural 
would be used.  
296 Baldwin (1978:203) believes that the expression ןוֹמַּע ֵינְבּ תיִשׁאֵר ‘implies the best of the nation of Ammon.’ She 
further suggests that since the expression is used in poetry to mean ‘the flower of a people or nation … whose 
destiny is being determined,’ it probably is ‘a hint that in the context these nations stand for typical enemies of 
God’s cause.’ 
297 Collins (1993:389) rightly comments that these nations are ‘aligned with Belial and the Sons of Darkness in 1QM 
1:1’ and that the Edomites and Ammonites were attacked by Judas Maccabee. In light of this it is surprising, he 
says, ‘that they are not listed as [Antiochus’] allies’ (Collins 1993:389). See below on 1QM 1:1. 
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and the Libyans and Cushites298 [will be] at his heels’ (Dn 11:43, my translation, but cf. 
NASB).299  
 
2.4.3.5.8 The King’s Demise – Ignominious End (11:45) 
However, in the middle of this campaign the king will be disturbed by rumours from other 
parts of the country (i.e. the east and north), presumably of insurrection, that will ‘terrify 
him’ (  ֻלֲהְַביוּה , cf. HALOT; Dn 11:44). As a result, he will ‘go out in great anger to destroy 
and exterminate many’ (Dn 11:44, my translation). Miller (1994:312) suitably comments: 
‘Furious that anyone would dare oppose his power and authority, the evil dictator will 
arrogantly marshal his forces against the enemy with the intent of totally obliterating 
them.’ Presumably on his way back ‘he will pitch the tents of his palace between the seas, 
towards the mountain of glory and holiness, but his end will come, and there will be no 
one to help him’ (Dn 11:45, my translation).  
Most commentators assume that the reference to the ‘end’ of the tyrant here 
refers to his death, but Buchanan (1999:422) proposes that the expression here does not 
refer to the man’s death, but simply to the end of his (in Buchanan’s opinion, Antiochus 
III’s) expansionist activities. A word search on the combination of אוֹב and ץֵק in the MT 
suggests that though the expression ‘come to [an, the] end’ can certainly mean death, it 
more often seems to have the connotation ‘coming judgment from God,’ without 
necessarily meaning the complete destruction of the people or thing[s] judged.300 Most 
important for the present context is Lamentations 4:18 where the writer complains to God 
that ‘our end has come’ (וּנֽיֵצִּק א ָ֥ב). The reference is to the end of a nation, to judgment 
received by God, though there are some survivors to tell the tale and mourn over God’s 
judgment. Like in Daniel 11:45 there is a personal pronoun suffix (1cp) to indicate that 
                                                 
298 Egypt’s western and southern neighbours, cf. Lucas (2002:291).  
299 Buchanan (1999:363) translates verse 43 in such a way that the verb ‘rule’ also governs the last phrase: ‘He will 
rule the treasuries of gold, silver, and all the precious things of Egypt, and the Libyans and Ethiopians in his 
footsteps.’ Slotki (1951:100) translates ‘at his steps’ and explains that this could mean either ‘joining his army, or 
placing themselves at his beck and call.’ The expression וֽיָדָעְצִמְבּ, which is literally ‘in his footsteps,’ or perhaps 
rather ‘in the wake of’ the king, presumably to add to the damage done by the King of the North, is translated ‘in 
submission’ by the NIV. The NLT also takes the view that the Libyans and Cushites are subservient to the invader, 
rather than allied with him as the literal translation seems to imply. Miller (1994:311) argues that since it is the 
‘Antichrist’s conquests [that] are in the forefront’ in this section, this is the preferable position. The text is not easy 
but as noted I prefer a translation that takes into account that this refers to an eschatological time.  
300 In Genesis 6:13, God tells Noah that because of the people’s sin on earth, the ‘end of all flesh’ has come. Yet 
though the destruction then reported is extremely far-reaching, it is not universal in that Noah and his family as well 
as representatives of all animals are preserved throughout the judgment on the world. Similarly in Jeremiah 51:13 
God pronounces judgment on Babylon. Again, the ultimate result was the end of the Babylonian empire, but it did 
not imply that every single Babylonian was in fact killed. Ezekiel 7:2, 6 and Amos 8:2, like Jeremiah 51:13, 
pronounce judgment on a nation, in this case Judah and Israel respectively. Both would be destroyed by foreign 
forces, but the destruction still left a remnant of survivors. Ezekiel 21:30 [Eng. 25] pronounces judgment on Judah’s 
king Zedekiah, whose time of punishment [ץ ֵֽק ן֥וֲֹע ת ֵ֖עְבּ ם ָ֔מוֹי א ָ֣בּ] has come. Zedekiah was indeed captured and then 
tortured and killed by the Babylonians. 
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someone’s ‘end’ has come. Admittedly, there is no preposition, but the grammatical 
expression is nevertheless quite similar. Considering these examples, Buchanan 
(1999:422) certainly has a point when he suggests that the ‘end’ here spoken of need not 
necessarily imply the tyrant’s death. However, since in Daniel the reference is to an 
individual rather than a nation (cf. Ezk 21:30), it is perhaps more likely that it is not just 
his political career that is finished, but his life.301 With the end of the tyrant comes, 
implicitly, also the end of his oppression and policies (cf. Page 1996:197). Wildgruber 
(2013:244) points out that unlike the tyrant who ends ‘without help,’ the maskilîm are 
among those who will rise to everlasting life (12:2) and ‘shine brightly like the brightness 
of the expanse of heaven’ (12:3, NASB). The king’s might seemed invincible, but was 
ultimately short-lived. The maskilîm’s efforts seemed ineffective, but turned out to be 
lasting in the end.  
 
2.4.3.6 Conclusion of the Vision Report: The ‘Time of the End’ and Daniel’s Task (12:1-
4) 
Daniel 12:1 begins with yet another time marker, ‘at that time’ (איִהַה ת ֵ֣עָבוּ),302 i.e. referring 
to the ‘time of the end’ just described. The angel prince Michael will ‘stand up’303 for his 
people304 and apparently be an instrument in the ultimate salvation of the Jews.305 In other 
words, Michael is not just one of the angels, or even one of the angel princes, but has the 
particular task of protecting God’s people, including, if necessary, military intervention 
(Anderson 1984:147).306  
                                                 
301 In addition, I am not in agreement with Buchanan’s conclusion that since (in his opinion) the text here refers to 
Antiochus III, ‘there is no part of the Book of Daniel that was originally prophecy’ but a ‘detailed history written in 
a dramatic style to celebrate the victory over the Seleucids’ (Buchanan 1999:422-423).  
  Parry (2011:515-516) takes the pronominal suffix as a reference not to the king, but to the immediately 
preceding phrase שֶֹׁדק־יִבְצ־רַה. Though it is true that this phrase is closer to the adverbial phrase וֹצִּק־דַע than ‘the King 
of the North,’ one wonders whether this interpretation is not inspired by his presupposition that the fulfilment of the 
prophecy is the destruction of Jerusalem by Vespasian. Parry (2011:516) argues that וֹצִּק here as in 9:26 refers to the 
sanctuary, but as I pointed out above at 9:26, וֹצִּק there could also (and, in analogy to the same reasoning Parry uses 
here, namely proximity of antecedent, more likely so) refer to a person.  
302 The words איִהַה ת ֵע appear three times in this verse, twice with the preposition ב and once with the definite article 
preceding them. The expression איִהַה תֵעָבּ occurs a number of times in the prophets and may designate both 
references to times of judgment (e.g. in Jr 8:1) as well as times of salvation (e.g. Jr 31:1).  
303 Nickelsburg (1972:11) suggests one of two meanings in the present context: ‘a) He who “stands over,” i.e., “is the 
leader of” your people,’ or ‘b) He who “stands up for,” i.e. “is protector (or defender) of” your people.’ He goes on, 
rightly I believe, to suggest that in the context of Daniel 10-12 it is the second meaning that is to be preferred. Cf. 
Hartman & DiLella (1978:260), who translate the verse: ‘At that time Michael, the great prince, the protector of 
your people, will arise’ (italics added; cf. NASB where Michael ‘stands guard’ over Israel). 
304 Davies (1985-1998:115) rightly suggests this is not the whole nation of Israel, but those ‘written in the book’ who 
remain faithful during the time of trial.   
305 Slotki (1951:100-101) points out that Jewish exegetes (he does not name them) usually take Daniel 12 to refer to 
the future coming of the Messiah, though he himself advocates a setting in Antiochus’ days, after his death.  
306 Collins (1993:390) notes that the connotation of the verb דמע that is used here is disputed, since depending on the 
context it can mean ‘to protect,’ ‘to withstand,’ ‘to arise,’ ‘to serve,’ or synonymously with םוק ‘to appear on the 
scene’ etc. In the present context it appears to have the meaning ‘to stand over’ in the sense of ‘to protect’ (Collins 
1993:390). He accepts Nickelsburg’s (1972:11-14; cf. Anderson 1984:146) suggestion that in Daniel 12:1 it also 
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If Daniel 12:1-4 speaks about an eschatological future time frame (cf. e.g. 
Anderson 1984:146; Hammer 1976:115), then in my opinion so does Daniel 11:40-45, to 
which 12:1-4 is connected through the words איִהַה ת ֵ֣עָבוּ. In 12:1 the angel tells Daniel that 
it will be a time of great ‘distress,’ greater than any other that has ever come upon people 
before (אי ִ֑הַה ת ֵ֣עָה ד ַ֖ע יוֹ֔גּ תוֹ֣יְֽהִמ ֙הְָתיְִהנ־אֽלֹ ר ֶ֤שֲׁא ה ָ֔רָצ ת ֵ֣ע).307 Hammer (1976:115) observes that ‘the 
point of [Israel’s] greatest anguish is the point of her exaltation. The new age can only be 
entered through suffering.’308 Yet, though a tyrant is ruling over God’s people, they are not 
without hope. The expression הָרָצ תֵע appears with slight variations (mainly personal 
pronoun suffixes) also at Judges 10:14; Nehemiah 9:27; Psalm 37:39; Isaiah 33:2; and 
Jeremiah 14:8, 15:11 and 30:7. All of these passages refer in one way or another to a time 
when God will judge Israel, but there is usually also an indication of their ultimate 
deliverance. Jeremiah 30:7 has perhaps the closest affinity to Daniel 12:1 (cf. Collins 
1993:391; Buchanan 1999:374; Mihalios 2011:48) as it speaks of a time of distress for 
‘Jacob,’ i.e. God’s people who are oppressed by the Babylonians, and promises that they 
will be rescued from exile there. Since Daniel 9 refers explicitly to Jeremiah, it is not 
unlikely that Daniel alluded to this prophet elsewhere too.309  
The last reference to  ֵעָבאיִהַה ת  in verse 1 introduces the idea that at this time of 
judgment some will be rescued, namely those whose name is written ‘in the book.’ This is 
most likely the ‘book of life’ (םִייַּח רֶפֵס, perhaps more accurately translated ‘the book of the 
living;’ see Ps. 69:28; 87:6) where the names of the righteous are recorded (cf. Collins 
1993:391). Gowan (2001:152) aptly comments that to speak ‘of such a record is to offer 
assurance that every righteous person is known to God and will not be forgotten.’310 The 
                                                                                                                                                 
connotes a judicial meaning, a notion that has much to commend it since it ‘provides an attractive parallel to Daniel 
7 where the climactic scene is also judicial and the motif of heavenly books is also found’ (Collins 1993:390). This 
is also borne out by the present passage, since the prediction of people rising to either eternal life or eternal reproach 
implies judgment. Moreover, Collins (1993:390) sees a parallel to 11Q13 (Melchizedek) 2:13 where Melchizedek 
executes God’s judgment and thus has a role similar to the angelic prince Michael, who also has both military (Dn 
10) and judicial functions (Dn 12:1). Elsewhere, Collins (1974b:57) suggests that the defeat of the tyrant in 11:45 
(he identifies him with Antiochus) coincides with the rising of Michael. This event, so Goldingay (1991:306) 
‘underlies the defeat of the northern king.’ 
  Doukhan (1987:100) rightly observes that the ‘standing up’ (דמע) of Michael in this verse is in contrast to the 
‘standing up’ (or arising, דמע) of kings in chapter 11. In each case, another king arose to take power instead of a 
previous one, thus bringing the previous king’s rule to an end.  
307 Similar expressions are found in Exodus 9:18, 24; 1 Maccabees 9:27; and in the NT: Mark 13:19; Matthew 24:21; 
Revelation 16:18 (cf. Collins 1993:391).  
308 Cf. Acts 14:22 where Paul and his companions strengthened ‘the souls of the disciples, encouraging them to 
continue in the faith, and saying, “Through many tribulations we must enter the kingdom of God”’ (NASB).  
309 Buchanan (1999:374) suggests that the present text is ‘a fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy’ in that the Jews had 
experienced deliverance ‘at the Battles of Beth-horon and Beth-zur’ where the ‘yokes of Antiochus III and 
Antiochus IV had been broken.’ Collins (1993:391) rightly observes that here in Daniel the difference is that not all 
will be saved (or perhaps better, ‘escape,’ טֵ֣לִָמּי, as implied in Jr 30:7), but only those ‘found written in the book,’ i.e. 
those who remain faithful to ‘pure Yahwism as opposed to its syncretized form’ (Page 1996:198). 
310 Elsewhere this book is simply labelled ‘book’ (cf. Ps 139:16; Ex 32:32-33) or called ‘something written,’ i.e. a 
‘record’ (as translated e.g. by the NASB; cf. Is 4:3; Ezk 13:9). In Malachi 3:16 the expression ‘book of 
remembrance’ occurs, which seems to imply the same book. Collins (1993:391) explains that in the OT the ‘book of 
life’ ‘seems to refer to membership of the covenantal community.’ In the Aramaic section of Daniel we read of 
162 
 
theme of books of life and judgment is of course taken up in the NT in Revelation (3:5; 
13:8; 17:18; 20:12; 21:27), and Paul mentions it in Philippians 4:3 (NASB). Jesus alludes 
to it in Luke 10:20 (cf. also Hbr 12:23) when he speaks about the disciples’ names being 
‘recorded in heaven.’ What has been nascent in the OT is made explicit in the NT where 
the believers’ eternal bliss is spelled out in more detail.  
Daniel 12:2 gives hope not only to survivors of the persecution, but even to those 
who died in it (or will die in it, lit. ‘those who are sleeping [in] the land of dust,’311  ֵינְֵשׁיִּמ
רָפָע־תַמְדאַ), since ‘many’ (םיִבַּר) of them will rise up (lit. wake up), some to ‘eternal life,’ 
whereas others will rise to ‘eternal reproach and abhorrence’ ( הֶלּ ֵ֥אְו ם ָ֔לוֹע ֣יֵיַּחְל הֶלּ ֵ֚א וּצי ִָ֑קי
ֽםָלוֹע ןוֹ֥אְרִדְל תוֹ֖פָרֲחַל; cf. also Young 1949:256; Seow 2003:188). This promise of 
resurrection, which incidentally is the first time that a double resurrection is introduced312 
(Mihalios 2011:49) and the only explicit reference to resurrection in the OT (cf. Collins 
1993:392; Sternberger 1972:273; et al.), answers the question of ‘God’s sovereignty even 
over death’ (Gowan (2001:152). More veiled allusions to the concept of resurrection are 
found, for example, in Hosea 6:1-2; Ezekiel 37:1-13 and possibly Isaiah 26:19 where ‘the 
restoration of Israel’ is expressed using the imagery of ‘bringing the dead back to life’ (cf. 
Lindenberger 1985:186). Here in Daniel 12:1 Daniel ‘says something new and distinctive 
…: that God’s desire for justice, God’s will for human life, cannot be frustrated even by 
death. … God can set things right even beyond this life’ (Lindenberger 1985:186; italics 
his). Daniel predicts both eternal bliss and eternal judgment. He is mainly encouraging 
believers who are suffering and dying for their faith, but there seems to be an implicit 
warning to those who die denying it. God’s sovereignty over death includes his 
sovereignty over those who have died, both faithful and unfaithful, and to reward or punish 
as the case may be. This would of course be particularly relevant for believers who 
suffered under Antiochus IV and might be tempted to deny their faith.  
The section ends as the angel tells Daniel to keep the things or words he has just 
heard ‘shut up’ and to ‘seal’ the document where he has written them ‘to the time of the 
end’ (Dn 12:4). Goldingay (1991:309) suggests that sealing does not just mean 
conservation, but withholding what Daniel has heard till an appointed time. Miller 
(1994:320) however points out that the sealing of documents in the ANE included the 
identifying marks of the parties involved as well as the scribe who wrote it up. The 
                                                                                                                                                 
books being opened in the court of justice of the Ancient of Days (Dn 7:10). In that text the reference is apparently 
both to books of judgment and the book of life (cf. Collins 1993:391). 
311 Lindenberger (1985:184), to whom I am indebted for this more literal translation, notes that this ‘land of dust’ is 
‘the underworld abode of the dead.’ 
312 In a footnote Mihalios (2011:49, n.144) adds that though scholars such as Collins (1993:396) believe that ‘Judaism 
had already introduced the idea of resurrection in the Enoch corpus’ which is generally believed to be older than 
Daniel, ‘it could very well be that 1 Enoch borrowed from Daniel rather than the other way around.’  
163 
 
document was then duplicated and placed in a safe place to be available if necessary for 
consultation (cf. Jr 32). It is likely that the same applied here (cf. Miller 1994:320-321). In 
other words, Daniel was not told to hide the document so that at some future time its 
meaning could be better understood, but to safeguard it; presumably an open copy was 
available for inspection (cf. Longman 1999:285).313  
The reference to ‘many’ running to and fro, apparently to gain knowledge, is 
reminiscent of Amos 8:11-12, which speaks about a famine not for food, but for God’s 
word. Seow (2003:190) suggests that the present text is a reversal of Amos 8 in that 
instead ‘of people roaming about in a desperate-but-vain search for the word of God, now 
“many” – perhaps the “many” who are resurrected from the dead (12:2) or the “many” 
who have been led to righteousness by the resurrected servants of God (12:3) – will roam 
the earth and knowledge will be increased.’314  
In contrast to this interpretation, Redditt (1999:192) thinks that the phrase 
‘running back and forth’ may have ‘meant that many members of the larger Judean 
community would be vacillating back and forth between their traditional faith and 
Hellenism,’ with the result that ‘evil shall increase’ (following the translation offered by 
the NRSV which is based on OG). This emendation is also accepted by Collins (1993:369, 
399) and Hartman & DiLella (1978:261), but all these scholars look at the last word of the 
verse in the MT (תַֽעָדַּה) which OG has apparently emended to read הָעָרָה. However, the text 
of the last phrase of Daniel 12:4 in the OG is in fact quite different from the Hebrew315 and 
Theodotion316: ‘ἕως ἂν ἀποµανῶσιν οἱ πολλοὶ καὶ πλησθῇ ἡ γῆ ἀδικία.’ According to 
Swete’s Greek-English Interlinear Septuagint (2012) one might translate this: ‘while the 
masses/many rage on317 and the earth is filled with injustice/wickedness.’ It seems that OG 
had a different Vorlage here (cf. Meadowcroft 1995:262), and since the Hebrew text 
makes good sense without any emendation, I believe, with most English translations, that 
the original Hebrew is to be preferred. Therefore I do not think that Redditt’s position is 
correct.  
                                                 
313 Baldwin (1978:206) adds that the ‘hiding’ may be likened to the reasons for Jesus’ teaching in parables: ‘much that 
was of value was hidden except to those who wanted it sufficiently to give all in exchange for it.’ Isaiah too was told 
that people would hear his message but not understand, see it but yet not perceive (Is 6; cf. Baldwin 1978:207). 
314 Goldingay (1991:309) similarly observes: ‘When Daniel’s book is unsealed, during the Antiochene crisis, that 
famine ends.’ Those who are ‘running about desperately seeking [God’s word] … find what they are looking for,’ 
i.e. increasing knowledge (Lindenberger 1985:184). 
315 תַֽעָדַּה ה ֶ֥בְּרִתְו םי ִ֖בַּר וּ֥טְֹטְשׁי (many will roam about and knowledge will increase).  
316 Theodotion reads: ἕως διδαχθῶσιν πολλοὶ καὶ πληθυνθῇ ἡ γνῶσις (until (or while) many have been instructed (or 
taught) and knowledge has been increased (or multiplied)). 
317 ἀποµαίνοµαι means ‘to rave, rage to the uttermost,’ according to Liddell (1996). Lust, Eynikel, & Hauspie (2003) 
actually give the translation ‘to recover from madness.’ Neither of these suggested meanings seems to have anything 
to do with the original Hebrew word טושׁ, which means ‘to roam/rove around/about’ (cf. HALOT). 
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2.4.3.7 Excursus: How Is the Resurrection in Daniel 12:1-3 to Be Understood? 
The question that arises in the context of Daniel 12:1-3 is whether Daniel here infers 
universal or limited resurrection. Most scholars argue for the latter. Collins (1993:392) 
believes that ‘Daniel does not envisage universal resurrection,’ since the preposition ןִמ 
precedes the phrase ‘those who are sleeping in the dust.’ In his opinion this should be 
understood ‘in a partitive sense’ as Daniel’s focus is ‘the fate of the faithful’ (Collins 
1993:392). Hartman & DiLella (1978:307), in a more detailed treatment of the issue, argue 
that though the term םיִבַּר may be a Semitism for ‘all,’ the preposition ןִמ which follows 
precludes one from taking it this way.318 They contend further that the author here is not 
interested in the whole of humanity, but simply in the fate of Jews, both faithful and 
apostate.319 Sternberger (1987:274), considering the use of םיִבַּר at Qumran (e.g. in 1QS 
6:1; CD 13:27) also prefers a more limited interpretation: the members of the isolated 
community are in view, and thus Israel, the chosen people, not a universal resurrection, 
and both the resurrection to eternal life and the resurrection to eternal reproach apply to 
Jews in this context.320 
A few scholars, however, believe that Daniel 12:2 may at least hint at general 
resurrection. Hasel (1980:280) argues that the resurrection spoken of in Daniel 12 ‘takes 
place at the turning point of the aeons.’ Apart from including God’s people who remained 
faithful in the persecution, ‘the larger apocalyptic context of the Daniel pericope points in 
the direction of a resurrection to everlasting life that is neither restricted to Israelites nor 
does it include all Israelites’ (Hasel 1980:280). Thus, the distinction between those who 
rise to eternal life and others to eternal reproach could also be interpreted differently, as 
pointing to universal resurrection, though one cannot be dogmatic. Young (1949:256) 
similarly suggests that the wording does ‘not exclude … general resurrection, but rather 
impl[ies] it.’ Miller (1994:318) observes that the resurrection of the righteous and the 
wicked does not necessarily take place at the same time, but that Daniel may here 
telescope the two events. He does not believe that universal resurrection is in view in 
Daniel. Mihalios (2011:49-50) argues that the repetition of the phrase ‘some … and some’ 
                                                 
318 Yet others have suggested that the preposition has an explicative force (Williams 2007:124, §326; cf. Hasel 
1980:277-278), but in view of the context and the general usage of םיִבַּר elsewhere in the MT this is less likely than 
the partitive sense (cf. Hasel 1980:279).  
319 Snaith (1944:89, n. 2) calls this ‘a partial “general resurrection”’ (cf. also Hasel 1980:278). Mowinckel (2005:273) 
speaks of ‘the most righteous and the worst sinners’ who would ‘arise to everlasting life and to everlasting 
contempt, respectively’ (cf. also Davidson 1904:528; Eichrodt 1967:514). Eichrodt (1967:514) states: ‘It is 
significant that this form of the resurrection hope is not extended to the nation as a whole, but only to a greater or 
lesser number of its members. … In the forefront … stand those who have been brought safely through the great 
tribulation, and in whom God’s providence has preserved for itself a people to inherit the eschatological salvation.’ 
In a footnote he points to Daniel 12:1 (Eichrodt 1967:514, n. 4).  
320 Goldingay (1991:308) suggests an even more limited interpretation: the resurrection of both the righteous and the 
wicked is for the sake of vindication, the former being vindicated for their faith in the persecution, the latter for their 




‘refers to a subdivision of the many (both righteous and wicked are resurrected) and does 
not contrast the some with others that are not resurrected.’ 
Considering the lexical evidence, the exact expression  ָלוֹע ֵייַּחם  occurs only here in 
the MT; in Psalm 133:3  ָלוֹעָה־דַע םִייַּחם  appears: God promises everlasting life as a blessing 
on brothers who dwell together in unity (Ps 133:1). In the DSS the expression חצנ ייח is 
used,321 sometimes by itself, sometimes in connection with ם ָלוֹע. This basically also means 
‘everlasting life’, but חצנ has replaced  ָלוֹעם . The idea behind  ָלוֹעם  and חצנ seems to be the 
limitless quality of that which is being described, in these cases limitless bliss of life (cf. 
Collins 1993:392). This also applies to the opposite, the limitless ‘reproach and 
abhorrence’ of those who (by implication) are not following God’s ways (cf. Is 66:24, the 
only other verse where ןוֹאָרֵדּ appears). Collins (1993:393) rightly states that ‘Daniel does 
not elaborate on the punishment of the damned and makes no mention of a fiery hell, but 
he does seem to go beyond Isaiah 66 in having the sinners restored to life to experience 
their disgrace,’ just as the righteous experience their bliss. The maśkîlîm, ‘those who have 
understanding,’322 together with ‘those who make the many righteous,’ in contrast to those 
who experience everlasting reproach and abhorrence, ‘will shine like the brightness of the 
firmament … like the stars, forever and ever’ (Dn 12:3, my translation, but cf. NKJV).323 
This is, as Efron (1987:141) correctly observes, in contrast to the downfall of the despotic 
tyrant of Daniel 11:45.  
Seow (2003:188) suggests that these ‘wise’ ones are those ‘who, like the 
suffering servant portrayed in Isaiah 40-55,324 accept their suffering and even death with 
quiet courage in order that “many” might be brought to understanding.’ Like Efron, he 
                                                 
321 CD 3:20; 1QS 4:7; 4Q228 1i:7; 4Q257 V (3a i, 3b):4; 4Q511 2i:4; 6Q18 2:2. 
322 Page (1996:198) suggests also the following definitions: ‘those who have knowledge of this coming time of trouble, 
or those who comprehend the true nature of Antiochus’ policies.’ 
323 A discussion on the development of the belief in a resurrection is not possible in the limited space here. The 
following remarks may suffice. Moore (1983:30ff) suggests a combination of prophetic and wisdom provenance for 
the resurrection idea here in Daniel, precisely because of Wisdom terms such as maśkîlîm. He writes: ‘The 
Apocalyptist … brought together elements from both prophetic and sapiential circles to fashion an explicit statement 
about the resurrection of the dead and the immortality of those righteous souls who held firm to their religious faith 
in the face of a persecution which demanded their very lives’ (Moore 1983:29). Birkeland (1950:60-78) on the other 
hand believes that apart from developments in Israelite history and special revelation from God the idea of personal 
resurrection in Israelite religion was also influenced by Iranian Zoroastrianism. Whether there was indeed influence 
from Persia has, however, been challenged. Efron (1987:140, n. 81) for example points out that ‘neither [Daniel 
12:2] nor any of the Daniel visions on redemption disclose any clear direct connection with Persian tenets.’ Efron 
(1987:140, n. 81) concludes that the ‘faith emerging from the Book of Daniel can be understood as confrontation 
with the world around rather than as passive absorption of its beliefs.’ In my opinion, this position is to be preferred. 
Similarly, Sternberger (1987:290) concludes that the reference to resurrection in Daniel 12:2 is not an isolated 
incident, but the conclusion of a long development in the thinking and theology of Israel which can be traced to a 
number of different traditions, such as prophecy and psalms.  
324 That there is an echo of the fourth Servant Song here has been pointed out by other scholars as well, e.g. Ginsberg 
(1953); Baldwin (1978:205-206); Buchanan (1999:175f, who lists Is 52:13 and 53:11 as parallels); Wildgruber 
(2013:163). Van der Woude (1997:71) however doubts this. He believes that in Palestinian Judaism the Servant of 
Isaiah 53 was (as far as we know) never interpreted as ‘[a] collective entity, but as a (presumably messianic) 
individual,’ and in addition, the martyrdom of the maskilim in Daniel 12 was not described as ‘propitiatory.’ 
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believes that the fact that these wise ones will ‘shine like the brightness of the sky’ is ‘a 
dramatic reversal of the situation described in 8:10 where the arrogant “little one” 
(Antiochus) is depicted as one who ascends the heavens, casting down some of the hosts 
thereby’ (Seow 2003:188). In Daniel 12 the seer ‘envisions … the vindication of the fallen 
maśkîlîm, … in terms that are reminiscent of the hosts of heaven assuming their rightful 
stations in the sky after they have been cast down by Antiochus,’ thus repeating the theme 
‘of the exaltation of the lowly and the humiliation of the arrogant’ (Seow 2003:188).325  
 
2.4.4 Epilogue: The Last Conversation between the Angel and Daniel 
(12:5-13) 
These last few verses of Daniel 12 are both a conclusion to the vision in chapters 10-12 
and the whole book (Redditt 1999:194; Seow 2003:191). Many scholars consider this 
section as a later addition (e.g. Seow 2003:191). However, it is not necessary to assume 
this since the section is intricately related to the preceding two chapters by means of 
terminology326 and themes. For example, Daniel 10 begins with Daniel and the heavenly 
visitor by the river, and Daniel 12:4-13 takes up this setting.  
Daniel continues to look and sees two more (or more literally, two ‘other’) 
angelic figures standing on either side of the canal where he is. He then hears one of these 
two figures speaking to the man dressed in linen (see 10:5), asking when the end of the 
‘wonders’ (תוֹֽאָלְפַּה) so far revealed would take place (12:5-6).327 The ‘one dressed in linen’ 
who is positioned ‘above the waters of the river’ answers, with ‘both hands lifted up’ in 
oath,328 and swears ‘by the One who Lives Forever’ (םָ֑לוֹעָה י ֵ֣חְבּ), giving the enigmatic 
information that the end would be ‘for an appointed time, appointed times, and a half’ (my 
translation; יִצ ֵ֗חָו םי ִ֜דֲעוֹֽמ ד ֵ֨עוֹמְל) and ‘as soon as they finish shattering the power of the holy 
people, all these events will be completed’ (Dn 12:7, NASB; Hebrew:  שֶׁד ֹ֖ ק־םַע־ַדי ץ ֵַ֥פּנ תוֹ֛לַּכְכוּ
                                                 
325 Seow (2003:189) continues to outline the similarity to Isaiah 53:11, especially as it occurs in 1QIsa, and to Matthew 
13:43, texts that obviously echo (or are echoed by) Daniel 12:3. Collins (1974a: 34) proposes that Daniel here 
‘describes the final coming together of the two spheres of life [i.e. the earthly and the heavenly] by the elevation of 
the just to join the angelic host,’ based on the notion that elsewhere in the Bible and extrabiblical literature angels 
and stars are equated (Collins 1974a: 34 lists Jdg 5:20; Job 38:7; 1 En 80:6; 2 Apoc Bar 51:10). Mowinckel 
(2005:274) observes that the two concepts of ‘light’ and ‘life’ are parallel and synonymous in the present context. 
326 Such as םיליכשׂמ, ץק, ןיב, דמע; cf. Wildgruber (2013:255) who rightly notes that the concluding verses of Daniel 12:5-
13 correspond to the introduction to the vision in 10:1-11:2a. 
327 Though the OG indicates that the conversation was not between angelic figures but between Daniel and Michael, 
(‘then I spoke to the one clothed in linen,’ cf. Swete) the MT is more likely to be correct in the context, especially in 
view of the parallel text in Daniel 8:13-14 (cf. Collins 1993:399). Collins (1993:399) suggests that the word אלפ may 
point to Antiochus Epiphanes, since the same word is used for that king’s misdeeds in Daniel 8:24 and 11:36. He 
says: ‘If the reference is the same here, the angel is asking not about the end of the resurrection and judgment but 
about the end of the events described down to the end of chap. 11’ (Collins 1993:399).  
328 Driver (1900:204) suggests this lifting of both hands serves ‘as the more complete guarantee of the truth of what is 
about to be affirmed’ (cf. Baldwin 1978:207). Collins (1993:399) notes that ‘Lifting both hands is especially 
emphatic;’ so also Longman (1999:286) and others. 
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 ָניֶ֥לְכִתּהֶֽלֵּא־לָכ ה ). Collins (1993:399) and others (e.g. Charles n.d.:142-143) suggest a slight 
emendation of the text,329 in line with OG, and translate ‘at the end of the power of the 
shatterer of the holy people,’ but he thinks that in ‘either case the reference is to the death 
of Antiochus’ (Collins 1993:399; cf. Porteous 1965:172). Since the MT does make sense, 
even though it is not easy to interpret, it should be retained. A different interpretation of 
the idiom  ֵַפּנַדי ץ  is offered by Steinmann (2008:566) who proposes that it may mean to 
‘thrust away the hand,’ in the sense of ‘“reject a covenant relationship with” the Jewish 
people.’ In this case, the phrase ‘would refer to the time during which they reject the 
Messiah.’ This is a possible scenario, though perhaps a little too definite, as is his belief 
that the ‘wonderful things’ here, as in Daniel 11:36 refer to the antichrist, not to Antiochus 
(Steinmann 2008:568-569). Though I generally agree with this position, I would modify it 
slightly to ‘an antichrist figure,’ not necessarily ‘the antichrist,’ though ultimately this 
cannot be ruled out. Nevertheless, whichever of these readings is preferred, Seow 
(2003:193) is surely right in stating that some, if not the whole, of the mystery remains, 
even when direct revelation, as here, is involved.  
The reference to ‘an appointed time, appointed times, and a half’ (or ‘a period, 
periods, and half a period/part of a period,’  ִצ ֵ֗חָו םי ִ֜דֲעוֹֽמ ד ֵ֨עוֹמְלי ) is the same as in Daniel 7:25, 
ן ָֽדִּע גַ֥לְפוּ ןי ִ֖נָדִּעְו ן ָ֥דִּע.330 Most scholars have understood this as meaning a more or less precise 
period of three and a half years (Collins 1993:322). Collins (1993:322) continues to note 
that ‘[t]he calculations of 8:14; 12:11, 12 can be understood as attempts to specify the 
length of this period more exactly.’331  
However, other scholars consider the expression as symbolic without reference to 
an exact period of time. Steinmann (2008:570), writing from a Lutheran perspective, 
considers ‘the three and a half times in Daniel’s visions (7:25; 12:7)’ as a ‘symbolic period 
representing the time frame from the first advent of the Messiah to the final judgment of 
the Antichrist.’ Longman (1999:286) also proposes that Daniel does not intend ‘to give a 
precise time period but rather’ indicates ‘that just as wickedness seems to be gaining 
momentum, it will be slowed and then stopped.’ Baldwin (1978:146), commenting on 
7:25, similarly remarks that the ‘expected progression, one, two, three is cut off arbitrarily 
but decisively.’ Goldingay (1991:181) concurs, noting that the Aramaic term  ָדִּען  (and by 
implication the Hebrew term דֵעוֹמ) is not a different way of denoting ‘a year.’ Nor is the 
expression ‘time, times and half a time’ ‘a convoluted way of saying 3 ½ periods. It 
                                                 
329 This emendation involves the repointing of ץפנ and transposition of that word with די (cf. Collins 1993:399). 
330 BDB points out that the Aramaic term ן ָדִּע may be an Assyrian loanword meaning ‘appointed, or definite time,’ i.e. 
the meaning is essentially the same as the Hebrew of Daniel 12:7. 
331 See below on a more nuanced treatment of 12:11-12. 
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suggests a time that threatens to extend itself longer: one period, then a double period, then 
a quadruple period … but the anticipated sequence suddenly breaks off, so that the seven 
periods (in effect an eternity) that were threatened are unexpectedly halved’ (cf. also Keil 
& Delitzsch 1996:651-652). What this means in exact years and days is not indicated 
(Goldingay 1991:181). Pace (2008:341-342), commenting on 12:7, similarly concludes 
that the ‘poetic expression’ time, times and half a time is ‘open-ended,’ and that in view of 
this ‘the man clothed in linen provides assurance [to Daniel and his readers] that the 
suffering will cease, but the obscurity of the time line prevents any assurance of when [it] 
will end.’ In my opinion, in view of the enigmatic nature of the text the symbolic 
interpretation is to be preferred.  
The rest of the verse, הֶֽלֵּא־לָכ ָהניֶ֥לְכִתּ שֶׁד ֹ֖ ק־םַע־ַדי ץ ֵַ֥פּנ תוֹ֛לַּכְכוּ, ‘and when the 
shattering/smashing of the hand/power of [the] holy people is completed, all these [things] 
will [also] be completed’ (my translation) is also enigmatic. Lebram (1984:122) suggests 
that the similarity of פנץ  (smash, shatter) to ץופּ (scatter, e.g. in Dt 4:27 of God scattering 
Israel among the nations) had already caused Greek translators to think here of the end of 
the diaspora of the Jews. Thus the context could be interpreted as meaning that after the 
three and half appointed times the expected ‘end’ would coincide with the return of Israel 
to their own land (Lebram 1984:122). Later on he explains in more detail that this vague 
reference may mean the end of the desecration of the temple, and the concurrent time of 
distress for the Jews, or the end of the diaspora. Thus, so Lebram (1984:136), it is possible 
to see a deliberate ambiguity: on the one hand, the belief in the truth of the prediction in 
Daniel 7:25 of three and half times to the end of the persecution, but also the possibility 
that the end of the diaspora is in view, a time in the indefinite future. ‘Wer kann wissen, 
was für Gott dreieinhalb Zeiten sind!’ (Lebram 1984:136).  
Daniel hears the words, but does not understand (ןיִבאָ אלְֹו) their meaning and asks 
for clarification, הֶֽלֵּא תי ִ֖רֲחאַ ה ָ֥מ (‘What will be [the] end of these [things]?’ Dn 12:8332), but 
instead of being given a specific time frame he is simply told to go and ‘get on with life’ 
(Longman 1999:286), since his prophecy was sealed up for the time of the end (Dn 12:9). 
Baldwin (1978:208) notes that ‘the full significance of the revelation is hidden even from 
Daniel’ and that the word ‘sealed’ here ‘is meant to be taken metaphorically,’ since Daniel 
hears but does not understand the meaning of the message.  
In a recapitulation of what has already been stated (Collins 1993:400), Daniel is 
told that the time until the end would be a time of unprecedented troubles, during which 
                                                 
332 Note the term תיִרֲחאַ which harks back to 10:14. 
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the wicked would be ever more wicked and fail to understand the signs of the time (  ִהְו וּעי ִ֣שְׁר
םי ִ֑עָשְׁר־לָכּ וּני ִָ֖בי א֥לְֹו םי ִ֔עָשְׁר),333 whereas ‘those who have insight’ would ‘gain understanding’ 
(וּנֽיִָבי םי ִ֖לִכְּשַׂמַּהְו) and ‘purify themselves’ (Dn 12:10; cf. 11:35). Incidentally, the verse has a 
chiastic structure in Hebrew, with the ‘many’ who purify themselves and the maskilîm who 
‘understand’ marking the beginning and end of the verse, and the wicked who become ever 
more wicked and fail to understand being at the centre.334 Baldwin (1978:208) rightly 
comments that ‘suffering is neither accidental nor meaningless, but serves the positive goal 
of purifying, cleansing and refining God’s people.’ She adds that the ‘refining process 
which improves the quality of gold and silver at the same time separates out the dross, that 
is the wicked’ (Baldwin 1978:208). Thus, ‘suffering will prepare a people for the 
immediate presence of their Lord’ (Baldwin 1978:209; cf. also Goldingay 1991:309).  
The angel continues to tell Daniel that ‘from the removal of the regular offerings 
and the setting up of the abomination that causes desolation [there will be] 1290 days’ (my 
translation;םֽיִעְשִׁתְו ִםי ַ֥תאָמ ףֶל ֶ֖א םי ִָ֕מי ם ֵֹ֑משׁ ץוּ֣קִּשׁ ת ֵ֖תָלְו די ִ֔מָתַּה ר ַ֣סוּה ֙תֵעֵמוּ), but promises blessings to 
those who would be patient enough to endure to 1335 days (Dn 12:12). These two 
enigmatic numbers have given rise to a number of different interpretations and a wealth of 
literature. Many scholars assume that they were added when the events of 164 BCE did not 
turn out as expected and thus these numbers are seen as corrections of earlier calculations 
(cf. e.g. Seow 2003:192; Collins 1997:78). This does not explain, however, why the earlier 
numbers were left standing. Steinmann (2008:572-573) rightly observes that all extant 
complete copies of Daniel contain all three numbers (8:14; 12:11, 12). If therefore a 
shorter book had been circulated with a number that subsequently proved to be wrong (and 
not containing 12:11-12), it is unlikely that a section with a correction would have been 
added to all the copies in circulation (Steinmann 2008:573). On the other hand, if the 
corrected number had been added later, why, as noted, were the wrong numbers not 
excised (Steinmann 2008:573)? The fact that the book gained widespread acceptance 
despite the ‘false’ numbers speaks against the theory of addition.  
Mathews (2001) also argues against a simple updating of the numbers in Daniel 8 
and 12, but uses a different argument. She proposes that the numbers are related to so-
                                                 
333 Collins (1993:400) perspicaciously points out that the Hiphil form in the phrase םי ִ֔עָשְׁר וּעי ִ֣שׁ ְרִהְו is reminiscent of the 
phrase תי ִ֔רְב י ֵ֣עיִשְׁרַמ in 11:32. 
334 The text begins םי ִ֔בַּר ֙וּפְֽרִָצּיְו וּ֤נְבַּלְֽתִיְו וּרֲֽרָבְּת ִ֠י, ‘many will purify themselves, and make themselves white and they will be 
refined’ (my translation). The first two Hebrew words are Hithpaels, which may indicate, as in the translation 
offered, reflexives, or, if one follows HALOT, the clause could be translated with passives (and this is probably to 
be preferred): ‘many will be sifted, cleansed, and refined.’ Steinmann (2008:566) points out that in 11:35 the same 
verbs are used with active meanings and ‘God as the implied agent.’ If the passive translation is adopted, this is also 
the case here.  
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called rounded triangular numbers.335 Moreover, she notes, correctly I believe, that all the 
numbers in Daniel are intentional, all in one way or another relating to each other and with 
a particular symbolic significance ‘especially in terms of sabbatically ordered time’ 
(Mathews 2001:645). In her opinion, Daniel 12:11-12 ‘gives expression to the fullness of 
time, the consummation of history, and the inauguration of God’s kingdom by augmenting 
one week of 7 days (of years) (i.e. 7 x 365 = 2,555) by adding 70 (= 2,625).’  In this way, 
‘The 70 weeks of years of Daniel 9 (and the 70 years of the hero’s service) are … 
associated with 1,290 and 1,335 to show that the ultimate consummation of time, the end 
of Daniel’s work, and the struggle of Jerusalem … are closely related’ (Mathews 
2001:644).336  
The numbers in Daniel 12 link up with Daniel 9:27 which describes the first, 
‘bad’ half of the week, the time of desecration (represented by the numbers 3 ½ in Dn 9, 
1150 in Dn 8, and 1290 in Dn 12; Mathews 2001:644). In contrast, the number 1335 
represents the ‘good’ half of the week, the time of fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy, ‘and 
marks the “end” period in which the people of the Most High will gain triumph after the 
desolation’ (Mathews 2001:645). Mathews (2001:645) concludes: ‘Thus, Daniel uses the 
sum of 1,290 and 1,335 to suggest that the one week will end on a momentous restorative 
note. In fact, it is the ultimate victory of God’s people and the “end of days,” that is, the 
culmination of history.’ In how far the complexity of this argument is likely to have been 
in Daniel’s (or his readers’) mind when he wrote this section is of course a matter of 
speculation (and seems rather unlikely for someone who is not mathematically trained). 
However, the conclusion that Mathews draws (i.e. that the numbers are intentional and 
                                                 
335 The basics of the system of plane numbers were developed by Pythagoras, and was known to Philo of Alexandria as 
well as educated people in the late first century AD, though more thorough treatment appears in mathematical works 
of the second century AD (cf. Bauckham 1998:391-392). It is possible, given the fascination with Pythagorean 
arithmetic in ancient times, that these significant numbers were known to (the writer of) Daniel as well.  
  A triangular number is the sum of successive digits, e.g. 10 is the triangular number of 4, i.e. 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 = 
10. This would be the fourth triangular number by definition (since the digits 1, 2, 3, and 4 are added up; Mathews 
2001:634). Mathews (2001) also uses square and rectangular numbers in her argument which are defined as follows: 
Squares are the result of all odd numbers in a series added up (or a number multiplied by itself), e.g. 9 is the third 
square: 1 + 3 + 5 (= 3 x 3) = 9 or 1 + 3 + 5 + 7 (= 4 x 4) = 16 etc. ‘A rectangular number is the sum of all the 
successive whole even numbers up to and including the number in the series’ (Mathews 2001:636) (or n x (n + 1)): 
e.g. 2 + 4 + 6 (= 3 x 4) = 12 or 2 + 4 + 6 + 8 (= 4 x 5) = 20 etc.  
336 She continues: ‘Dan 9:27 speaks of one week … but stops after telling only the first half of it. Dan 12:11 refers to 
the first half-week, as do Dan 7:25 and 8:14, whereas Dan 12:12 tells of the second half referred to in 9:27’ 
(Mathews 2001:644). Mathews (2001:641) argues that Daniel uses rounded triangular numbers in 8:14, 12:11 and 
12:12 ‘to avoid connecting such especially “good” numbers to the evil period of desecration’ described in these 
contexts. Moreover, the two numbers in Daniel 12 add up to 2625, which is 1290 + 1335 + 70, ‘exactly the number 
of days in a week of years plus 70’ (Mathews 2001:641).  
  Mathews (2001:645) continues to argue that ‘Daniel’s focus on the last of the 70 weeks in the apocalyptic 
section of his work serves to bind it to the narrative section by virtue of the hero Daniel’s service of 70 years and the 
length of the exile in Daniel 1-6.’ The numbers 3 ½, 7, 49, 70 are ‘sabbatically ordered numbers’ and to be taken 
symbolically rather than literally (Mathews 2001:644-645). ‘By means of 2,555 plus 70, Daniel wishes to indicate 
that the one final full week of history is his main emphasis throughout the whole book. Using a week of days plus 70 
is a way of symbolizing a pregnant week, that is, one that moves into its completion in the context of ultimate 
fulfilment’ (Mathews 2001:645). 
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point to God’s victory at the end of days) is more convincing than arguments that the 
numbers were simply chosen as ‘good guesses’ after the prophecy had proved wrong.  
The book closes with the assurance that though Daniel would die (lit. ‘you will 
rest,’  ַחוּנָתְו), ‘at the end of days’ (ןי ִָמיַּה ץֵקְל) he would arise to his ‘lot’ (ךְָלָֹרגל ֹדמֲעַתְּו).337 
Redditt (1999:199) points out that the word used to describe Daniel’s death ( ַחוּנ) ‘means 
more than simply taking one’s ease.’ He thinks, rightly I believe, that included here is also 
the idea of ceasing from one’s work since it is finished, as well as death (Redditt 
1999:199). But death is not the end for Daniel. He would rise again to his ‘destiny,’ 
presumably together with the wise of verse 2 who were promised resurrection and life after 
death. Thus Daniel is ‘assured of his place in God’s future’ (Redditt 1999:199).  
 
2.4.5 Conclusion – The Covenant Theme in Daniel 10-12 
Daniel 10-12 is the longest and most detailed of the vision reports. A whole chapter 
describes the setting (Dn 10). Daniel 11 reports the history of the ANE, in particular of 
Palestine and Egypt, as it affected the Jews during the time of the Persian and Greek 
empires, with particular focus on the latter. Daniel 12 concludes the vision report and gives 
Daniel’s reaction to it. Unlike Daniel 9, these chapters are not saturated with covenant 
language, though the theme does appear in the report of the last king whose reign would 
lead to severe persecution of the Jews and test their commitment to their covenant God.  
The word ‘covenant’ (תיִרְבּ) appears in Daniel 11:22, 28, 30 and 32. In Daniel 
11:22 the expression תיִרְבּ דיְִגנ, ‘prince of the covenant,’ occurs. A דיִָגנ can be either a 
secular ruler (king) or a religious figure (priest). Therefore the expression תיִרְבּ דיְִגנ can 
refer to either a political or a religious leader. The fact that the expression is indefinite may 
well mean that several referents may be implied (cf. Steinmann 2008:526). If the covenant 
refers to a political alliance, obviously a secular figure is in view, but if the covenant refers 
to the Sinai covenant, then a religious leader, i.e. the current high priest, is more likely the 
referent, though a Davidic king would not be ruled out altogether. I suggested that in that 
case one might possibly narrow the meaning of תיִרְבּ to the priestly (or Davidic) covenant, 
though this is, of course, not necessary. In fact, most scholars suggest the reference is to 
the death (or at least removal from office) of Onias III. 
                                                 
337 Raurell (1993:527) suggests that Daniel 12:13 forms an inclusio with Daniel 12:1-3. He comments on the LXX, 
which differs from the Theodotion version, and in particular on the word δόξα, ‘glory,’ where Theodotion has 
κλῆρος, ‘lot,’ which is actually what appears in the MT (לָרוֹגּ). Raurell maintains that the use of δόξα in this verse 
‘represents for the Septuagint translator the opportunity of giving the term … a theological-eschatological meaning 
which was already known by Isa-LXX and which afterwards will inspire Wisdom in close dependence on Dan 12,2-
3.13’ (Raurell 1993:532) as well as other ‘apocalyptic texts of the intertestamental’ period (Raurell 1993:530).  
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Three times the expression שֶֹׁדק תיִרְבּ, ‘holy covenant,’ appears. Daniel 11:28 
reports that the King of the North has ‘set his heart against the holy covenant.’ In Daniel 
11:30, the same king is threatened by ‘ships of the Kittim’ who come against him, and as a 
result he becomes ‘enraged against the holy covenant,’ takes action against it, and in the 
process favours those who ‘forsake the holy covenant.’ This rage against the ‘holy 
covenant’ entails, according to Daniel 11:31, the desecration of the sanctuary, the 
abolishing of regular sacrifices and the introduction into the sanctuary of the ‘abomination 
[that causes] desolation,’ i.e. in short the abrogation of Jewish religious and cult practices.  
It was noted that the phrase שֶֹׁדק תיִרְבּ can be interpreted in several different ways: 
1) it may refer either to the Jewish nation in general (e.g. Seow 2003:179; Miller 
1994:301; Stahl 1994:192 ‘Gemeinschaft von Juda’) or more specifically the community 
of faithful law-abiding Jews. 2) The phrase may refer to Israelite religion in general 
(Charles n.d.:130) or the practice of Jewish religion. 3) Others equate the ‘holy covenant’ 
with the Mosaic law (Hengel 1974:305). 4) Another interpretation modifies view 2 and 
considers the ‘holy covenant’ a reference to ‘the carrying out of God’s established cult by 
the legitimate priesthood’ (Lebram 1970:512). I argued that these four views are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, but should perhaps be seen together. I suggested that this 
was probably the reason for the indefinite expression שֶׁדוֹק תיִרְבּ, rather than a definite  תיִרְבּ
שֶׂדוֹקַּה, since if it was definite, it would almost certainly indicate the sanctuary. However, 
being indefinite, ‘covenant of holiness/separation’ can refer to either things (‘covenant of 
sanctuary/holy things’) or people (‘covenant of holy people’).  
But the enemy would not only be external (the King of the North and his forces), 
but also internal, since a number of Jews would succumb to the seductions of the King of 
the North and deny their religious (and national?) affiliation. In the context of the latter 
threat, the unique expression  ִרְב יֵעיִשְׁרַמתי  is used which only appears in Daniel 11:32 and in 
1QM 1:2. It is reminiscent of the  תי ִ֥רְבּ י ְֵ֖בֹזע in Daniel 11:30, and seems to describe the same 
people. In Daniel 11:32, the reference is obviously to apostates, Jews who could not 
withstand the pressures of the secular ruler to give up their religious loyalties, and who 
thus collaborated with the enemy rather than standing firm in their faith even unto death if 
necessary. The next few verses contrast these ‘violators of the covenant’ with those who 
remain steadfast in the persecution, the ם ָ֔ע יֵלי ִ֣כְּשַׂמ, those who ‘have insight among the 
people.’ Thus, though the word תיִרְבּ does not occur again, Daniel 11:33-35 continues the 
covenant theme nonetheless. These  ִליִכְּשַׂמםי , however, also go through a time of testing, 
and ‘some of [them] will fall’ (Dn 11:35), but only to show that the exception proves the 
rule, and to show that the others in fact will be refined, purged and made pure for the end 
of time (Dn 11:35). It is these  ִליִכְּשַׂמםי  who reappear in Daniel 12:2-3 as those who will rise 
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again to eternal life (and in Dn 12:4, 13 where Daniel himself is counted among those 
 ִליִכְּשַׂמםי  who will rise again; cf. Dn. 1:17), so that there, too, the covenant theme continues, 
even if obliquely. The covenant theme also appears, though veiled, in Daniel 11:36-40 
where the king continues to refuse to accept Israel’s God, but instead worships his own 







3 Covenant in the Damascus Document (CD), the Community 
Rule (1QS), the Hymns Scroll (1QHa) and the War Scroll 
(1QM) 
3.1 Introduction 
3.1.1 Recent Developments in DSS Research 
The initial assumption that D (the Damascus Document, including the cave 4 fragments) 
and S (1QS plus fragments found in other caves) describe more or less the same 
community was challenged from early on in DSS research (e.g. Burrows 1956:230; Lohse 
1964:64; Davies 1982a:93). It is now widely believed that the ‘Dead Sea Scrolls refer to 
different kinds of communities’ (Collins 2009:351) and that though Qumran was certainly 
a settlement where one such community resided, it was not the only one that existed. Much 
research is being conducted regarding the relationship especially between D and S as well 
as the different manuscripts of D and S respectively. This change in perception will be 
apparent throughout the present study though it will not receive special comment except 
where necessary for my argument. For example, an attempt will be made not to speak 
about the ‘Qumran community’ in general, but to use terminology that refers to the 
particular scroll in question. The same applies to arguments concerning the composite 
nature of the documents, especially CD and 1QS.  
The issue of whether S or D came first is also debatable. Cross (1995:96-97; cf. 
Collins 2009:358) and Regev (2003:231, 262; 2010:431, 448) believe that S came first, 
whereas Hultgren (2007) and Collins (2009:358) believe that D precedes S. The scope of 
this work precludes me from entering the discussion, but on the whole I find the latter 
option more likely. It is possible, though perhaps not very likely, that a closer investigation 
of the particular terminology used in connection with the word ‘covenant’ will throw some 
light on this question. The issue of the relationship between the different manuscripts of 
any one work, though interesting in itself, will only be touched upon occasionally when 
opportunity arises. 
 
3.1.2 Use of Terminology 
In respect of the scrolls under consideration, terms like ‘writer’, ‘author,’ ‘editor’ or 
‘redactor’ are used more or less synonymously for stylistic reasons, though sight has not 
been lost of the composite nature of the texts at hand and the different shades of meaning 
these words normally have. References to columns in the DSS will be in Arabic digits (e.g. 
Column 1, line 3 will be 1:3), except in quotations where the author uses Roman numerals. 
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This investigation is based on ‘The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition’ (hereafter referred to 
as DSSSE) and the Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Edition (DSSEL). It will generally follow 






3.2 Explanatory Notes on Selected Sections of the Damascus 
Document (CD) with Special Reference to Covenant Terminology 
3.2.1 Introduction to the Damascus Document 
3.2.1.1 The Nature of the Damascus Document 
The Damascus Document was first discovered by Solomon Schechter among other 
manuscripts in the Cairo Geniza in 1896 (VanderKam 1994:55). Its two manuscripts (A 
and B)338 date to the tenth (A) and twelfth (B) centuries CE (Hempel 2000:16), but 
fragments of similar documents were discovered among the finds in Qumran caves 4 
(4Q266-273), 5 (5Q12) and 6 (6Q15; VanderKam 1994:56). The earliest of these (4Q266) 
comes from the Hasmonean period, i.e. ‘the first half or middle of the first century BCE’ 
(Baumgarten et. al. 2006:1), the latest from ‘the early first century CE’ (4Q268 and 270; 
Baumgarten et. al. 2006:2).339 The cave 4 finds show that the text of CD is relatively stable 
(Baumgarten et. al. 2006:1), and ‘definitely a Qumran text’ (Baumgarten & Schwartz 
1995:6), but also that manuscripts A and B and the cave copies may represent different 
recensions (Baumgarten 1995:6). The issue deserves further investigation, but is beyond 
the scope of the present study.  
Despite a number of affinities there are also many differences between CD and 
other Qumran texts such as the Serekh ha-Yaḥad (1QS) (for some of these see Baumgarten 
& Schwartz 1995:6). As noted above, this has led to a shift in recent scholarship regarding 
the nature of the sect represented in CD. Hultgren (2007:535-539) for example argues 
convincingly that the community of the Damascus Covenant in CD was the parent 
movement for the Yaḥad that is described in 1QS, and this is the view that will be adopted 
here. 
How the document ended up in Cairo is a moot question. Hempel (2000:17) 
suggests that the manuscripts may have belonged to a find made by Arabs in the Middle 
Ages (ca. 800 CE), who informed the Jews in Jerusalem, who in turn brought the books 
that had been discovered to Jerusalem. There they may have been copied and somehow 
two copies found their way to the Jewish community in Cairo and eventually its geniza 
(Hempel 2000:17).  
                                                 
338 Manuscript A consists of 16 columns, and manuscript B of two. In the first edition these latter were labelled 
columns 19-20, but they partly overlap with columns 7-8 of manuscript A.  
339 4Q271 and 5Q12 are dated palaeographically a little later than 4Q266, i.e. to the late Hasmonean or early Herodian 




It is interesting that CD apparently had some significance for at least one Jewish 
group outside the DSS community, whereas all the other DSS remained hidden until their 
eventual discovery in 1947 and later. Its sometimes less than sectarian character may have 
been the main reason why it was not completely eliminated from public circulation. 
Obviously the Jews in Cairo did somehow identify themselves with at least part of the 
document. This may also explain why certain sections that are present in the 4Q fragments 
are left out in the CD ones.  
 
3.2.1.2 The Purpose of the Damascus Document 
In my opinion, the purpose of CD is to outline for (new) members of the sect it describes 
what it entailed to be part of this group. The document includes a detailed description of 
the group’s provenance, as well as their view regarding the keeping of the Mosaic law. 
Warnings against apostasy are included as a deterrent, but this document does not give a 
detailed list of curses and blessings, but simply refers to them, presuming that the (new) 
members are familiar with the relevant sections of Leviticus and Deuteronomy.  
  
3.2.2 The occurrences of תיִרְבּ in the Damascus Document 
There are forty-one occurrences of the word תיִרְבּ in CD, plus sixteen more in the 4Q 
fragments. These will be examined in turn, paying attention to specific expressions, such 
as ‘covenant of the forefathers/former covenant’ and the like, which will be considered as 
they appear in the text. The 4Q fragments are not considered separately if they are simply 
parallel occurrences to CD; in those circumstances, the parallel in 4Q will be noted in 
brackets.  
 
3.2.2.1 CD 1:1-2:1 
The Damascus Document begins by calling on its readers, namely ‘those who know 
righteousness’ (קדצ יעדוי),340 to ‘hear’ (ועמש) and ‘understand’ (וניבו) God’s ‘covenant 
lawsuit’ (ביר)341 and judgment (CD 1:1-2) on Israel (lit. ‘all those who despise him,’  לכב
ויצאנמ) because of her unfaithfulness to God. Words of ‘knowledge’ are important for this 
                                                 
340 The opening words of CD are almost identical to Isaiah 51:7 (קֶד ֶ֔צ יֵעְד ֹ֣ י ֙יַלֵא וּ֤עְמִשׁ; cf. Davies 1982a:64; Campbell 
1993:90, 93f). Davies (1982a:64) thinks that CD 1:1a may be a quotation of this verse, but apart from the three 
words  וּ֤עְמִשׁ...  ֹ֣ יקֶד ֶ֔צ יֵעְד  there are no other similarities of our text to Isaiah 51; therefore, I think it is merely a similar 
turn of phrase rather than a deliberate allusion or quotation.  
341 Davies (1982a:57) correctly observes that though the word ביר occurs here, the following lines do not outline a new 
law suit, but merely constitute the ‘disclosure of an existing dispute.’ Therefore, this is not a ‘formally prophetic 
announcement but didactic instruction’ (Davies 1982a:57).  
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writer, as they are for Daniel; in the first line two occur: עדי (know) and ןיב (understand). 
The word ביר is the first hint at covenant language in this document (cf. Jr 25:31;342 Hos 
4:1; Campbell 1993:93), but though the word occurs twice more in CD (at 1:21 and 14:12), 
this is the only instance where it actually has covenantal overtones.  
The writer continues: ‘When in their treachery (343םלעומב) they abandoned him He 
turned away from Israel and from His sanctuary and gave them up to the sword; but when 
He remembered the covenant of the forefathers, He left a remnant344 to Israel and did not 
allow them to be totally destroyed’ (DSSEL, CD 1:3-5a).345 Here we have the first 
occurrence of תירב, in the phrase םינשאר תירב, literally the ‘first’ or ‘former covenant’ or 
‘covenant of the first ones,’346 which DSSSE and DSSEL translate ‘covenant with/of the 
forefathers’ respectively. Who are these םינשאר, and what does the covenant mentioned 
here refer to? The writer notes that God ‘remembered’ the covenant of the םינשאר ( ורכזבו
 תירבםינשאר ). This is reminiscent of Exodus 2:24-25 where it is stated how God 
‘remembered’ his covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob347 ( וֹ֔תיִרְבּ־תֶא ֙םיִהלֱֹא ר ֹ֤ ְכִּזיַּו
ב ֹֽ קֲַעי־ֽתֶאְו ק ָ֥חְִצי־תֶא ם ָ֖הָרְבאַ־תֶא) when he heard the groaning of the Israelites during their 
Egyptian slavery and showed his concern. Just as the Exodus narrative then tells how God 
acted on behalf of his people by sending Moses to them as their deliverer, so CD continues 
to describe how, because God recalled the covenant with the forefathers, he acted by not 
completely destroying his wayward nation, but left them a remnant. One might therefore 
                                                 
342 There are definite verbal similarities between CD 1:2 (ויצאנמ לכב השעי טפשמו רשב לכ םע ול ביר יכ) and Jeremiah 25:31 
(ר ָ֑שָׂבּ־לָכְל אוּ֖ה ט ָ֥פְִּשׁנ ם ִ֔יוֹגַּבּ ֙הָוהֽיַל בי ִ֤ר י ִ֣כּ). Apart from Jeremiah 25:31 and Hosea 4:1, the phrase ל ביר יכ also occurs at 
Micah 6:2, and without יכ at Hosea 12:3. 
343 The noun לַע ַ֫מ as well as the verb לעמ appears in Daniel 9:7 where Daniel confesses his own and his people’s 
waywardness: ֽךְָב־וּלֲֽעָמ ר ֶ֥שֲׁא ם ָ֖לֲעַמְבּ (cf. Schwarz 1965:4). Wacholder (2007:143, cf. Schwarz 1965:4) may well be 
right in considering the text an allusion to Ezekiel 39:23-24. He notes that CD’s paraphrase ‘preserves Ezekiel’s 
three motives – the treachery of the house of Israel, God’s hiding his face, and handing them over to the sword’ 
(Wacholder 2007:143). 
344 The two themes of ‘remnant and devastation of the land’ are closely associated with that of covenant in CD (Davies 
1982a:59), and ‘the virtue of these “first ones” is what leads to the salvation of the later remnant’ (Grossman 
2002:111).  
345 See also 4Q268 1:12. 4Q268 includes eight lines that precede the text with which CD starts. The column starts 
apparently by considering the ‘end’ times, and then outlines how God had appointed times of wrath which would 
come upon those who did not follow his decrees. Then the writer begins with an exhortation that is identical to CD 
1:1. In 4Q268 the word לא appears in palaeo-Hebrew script. Wacholder (2007:144) believes that the reference to the 
remnant here is future and points to the coming messianic age, but I prefer the traditional view which considers this 
document to refer mainly to the past. 
346 So with Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:13) who suggest that ‘first ones’ ‘here refers to Israel’s ancestors,’ though 
elsewhere ‘it refers to the members of the first covenant (3:10) or to the first members of the New Covenant (4:8-
10).’ Murphy-O’Connor (1971a:225) notes that the expression םינשארה is ‘a global designation of the pre-Exilic 
generations.’ Wacholder (2007:27) translates ‘covenant of the ancestral generations.’  
347 See also Exodus 6:5; Psalm 105:8-9 where the reference is to God’s remembering his covenant with Abraham (and 
Isaac). Elsewhere God remembers his covenant in Levitucus 26:42, Ezekiel 16:60 and Psalm 106:45, but there the 
reference is to the Sinai covenant (cf. Schwarz 1965:4). Grossman (2002:111) thinks that perhaps even the Noahic 
covenant is included. This is possible, but Noah’s covenant is never explicitly referred to in CD, and since the 
covenant with Noah is universal rather than with the Jewish people it is perhaps less likely.  
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with Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:13, n. 3) conclude that the covenant in CD 1:4 is that 
with Israel’s ancestors, presumably Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.348  
However, one could also argue that at CD 1:4 the Mosaic covenant is in view since 
the writer explains how God delivered the people up to the sword which is one of the 
covenant curses mentioned in Leviticus 26:25 and Deuteronomy 28:22. Moreover, 
Leviticus 26:40-45 contains God’s promises after a whole list of curses for covenant 
unfaithfulness. God says that if the people in exile confess their sins and return to God, he 
will remember his ‘covenant with Jacob, … Isaac, … and Abraham’ (Lv 26:40ff; the quote 
is from v. 42). God will not ‘destroy them utterly’ (ם ָ֔תלַֹּכְל; Lv 26:44; cf. also Neh 9:30-31), 
but he will certainly remember his covenant with their forefathers (םיִֹ֑נשׁאִר תי ִ֣רְבּ; Lv 26:45) 
when he led them out of Egypt (Lv 26:45). Here the same terminology is used as in CD 
1:4: נשאר תירבםי , and it is connected to the exodus from Egypt. In view of this exact verbal 
correspondence, it is likely that the writer of CD had this text in mind and referred to the 
Exodus when he penned these lines. However, he applied it to the return from exile in the 
subsequent lines.349 Nevertheless, perhaps one should not be too dogmatic as the Mosaic 
covenant is an extension of the covenant with the ancestors, and since Leviticus also 
explicitly refers to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Davies (1982a:213, n. 23) similarly states 
that it really does not matter whether this covenant was ‘first made with Noah, Abraham or 
Moses,’ since the writer of CD only seems to have known of ‘one “first” covenant, the one 
which ended at the exile.’ Stegemann (1971:A112, n. 521) shrewdly observes that in CD 
appositional םינשאר(ה) never refers to the Qumran sect or its precursors, but to God’s 
covenant with all Israel as manifest in the Torah. 
The writer of CD continues to state that God not only left a remnant for Israel,350 he 
even caused this remnant to prosper during their captivity, and ‘he took care of them and 
                                                 
348 De Roo (2003:194) notes that in ‘rabbinic literature we find many clear examples of the notion that God keeps his 
covenant and shows mercy to his people for the sake of the obedience of the forefathers,’ and adds that ‘this notion 
about the covenant was already present during the Second Temple period’ in such writings as 2 Baruch, Josephus’ 
Jewish Antiquities, the Testament of Levi and the Prayer of Manasseh. She goes on to argue that the Akedah 
(binding) of Isaac by Abraham (Gn 22) ‘was thought of as having an atoning function for the sins of the Israelites’ 
(De Roo 2003:202) at least from the early ‘first century AD’ onwards, if not earlier. In fact, ‘Grace played a crucial 
role in merit theology, because God graciously allowed the good deeds of some to be salvific for others due to their 
membership in the same covenant.’ Perhaps the seeds of this theology are already reflected in CD here and 
elsewhere where the document refers to the ‘covenant of the forefathers.’ Freedman & Miano (2003:12) similarly 
remark that ‘the eternal nature of the unconditional covenant [with Abraham] … would seem to be the basis for 
belief in the renewability of the conditional, obligatory covenant(s).’ 
349 Rabinowitz (1954:12-13, n. 5) states that the historical reference in CD 1:4, especially the reference to the ‘sword,’ 
is to the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple. Davies (1982a:213, n. 23) observes that ‘the Exodus is not an 
occasion of the (new) covenant, but an outcome of the old (patriarchal) one. The importance of this allusion in the 
context of the Holiness Code is that the Exodus is portrayed as the prototype of another event – the leading out of 
exile – which will also be in remembrance of this same original covenant.’ 
350 Rabinowitz (1954:13, n. 6) suggests that the writer here refers to the remnant that ‘went into captivity in “the land 
of ‘Damascus’” and were [later] restored.’ He also notes the connection to Leviticus 26, among a number of other 
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caused to grow from Israel and from Aaron a root of planting’ (CD 1:7). This is 
reminiscent of the promise to Israel in Isaiah 11:1,351 10-11352 though slightly different 
terminology is used there, and CD apparently identifies this ‘root of planting’ with a 
community (Israel and Aaron)353 rather than an individual, as Isaiah does.354 The idea that 
God ultimately fulfils his covenant promises after judgment has run its course shines 
through both CD and the Isaiah verses which have a messianic connotation that also 
appears to be reflected in CD 1:11ff where the author speaks about the Teacher of 
Righteousness.355 Though it is perhaps somewhat far-fetched to consider the Teacher a 
messianic figure,356 he has the qualities of insight and understanding that are also the 
characteristics of the ‘Branch of Jesse’357 of whom Isaiah speaks in such lofty terms (Is 
11:2). Wacholder (2007:27), unlike other interpreters, translates CD 1:4 onwards as future 
tense. Moreover, instead of seeing here a reference to Isaiah, he believes that the phrase 
לארשימ חמציו ‘must be read as the Ezekielian promise of a transformed land’ (Wacholder 
2007:146; cf. Ezk 47). This is of course possible, but I think that the verbal connotation 
points rather to Isaiah.  
CD 1:8-10 is reminiscent of the prayer of Daniel 9,358 since we are told that the 
people ‘knew that they were guilty men’ (DSSEL; ועדי םה םימישא םישנא יכ ) and ‘sought’ 
God ‘with a whole heart’359 (DSSEL; והושרד םלש בלב יכ), just as Daniel did in that prayer. 
As a result, God raised up for them the Teacher of Righteousness who taught ( ויועד ) them 
God’s way (CD 1:11). The teaching consisted of showing the people who associated with 
                                                                                                                                                 
scriptures. Hultgren (2007:111) observes that the writer of CD understood that ‘God remains true to his covenant by 
raising up a chosen remnant who “enter the covenant” to seek him and to return to him.’  
351 ‘A shoot will come up from the stump of Jesse, from his roots a Brach will bear fruit’ (NIV).  
352 ‘In that day the Root of Jesse will stand as a banner for the peoples; the nations will rally to him and his place of 
rest will be glorious. In that day, the Lord will reach out his hand a second time to reclaim the remnant that is left of 
his people from Assyria, from Lower Egypt, from Upper Egypt, from Cush, from Elam, from Babylonia, from 
Hamath and from the islands of the sea’ (NIV). 
353 Davies (1982a:65) observes that ‘in CD the terms “Aaron” and “Israel” jointly designate the whole community.’ 
354 Hultgren (2007:229) specifies this further. He believes that ‘the remnant of I,4 are the survivors of the exile … 
whereas the “root” of I,7 is a particular subset of the “remnant,” namely, the Damascus covenant itself’ (Hultgren 
2007:229). As a result, he dates the rise of the community that formed the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ 
to ‘much earlier than 175 BC’ (Hultgren 2007:229), contra Stegemann (1971:242ff), who dates the appearance of 
the Teacher of Righteousness to about 153/152 BCE and thus the origin of the community to about 171/2 BCE 
(Stegemann 1971:242).  
355 Who the Teacher of Righteousness was has been the subject of a longstanding debate. Most scholars believe that 
the Teacher and his adversary, the Wicked Priest or Man of the Lie, were historical figures (e.g. Collins 2010a:38), 
but that is where the consensus ends. Many believe he founded the sect that was to be identified with the Qumran 
sectarians, based on the present text in CD (cf. Wacholder 1999) and 4Q171 (4QPsa 1-10) 3:14-17 (cf. VanderKam 
& Flint 2002:282) where it is also stated he was a priest. Wacholder (1999; 1999-2000) however suggests that the 
Teacher is an eschatological figure. The issue is too complex to discuss further in this work.  
356 Unfortunately, further discussion on this topic is beyond the scope of this work.  
357 Boyce (1990:621) also mentions the ‘root of Jesse’ in connection with this line.  
358 As well as other similar prayers, e.g. Nehemiah 1:5-11; 9:1-37.  
359 The references to 390 years of punishment in CD 1:6 and 20 years of groping in CD 1:10 are often considered 
interpolations. However, since the words ‘390’ are also explicit in 4Q268 1:13, at least this reference seems to be 
authentic. This number seems to go back to Ezekiel 4:5, interpreted as a time of sin, not the duration of Israel’s exile 
(cf. Rabinowitz 1954:13-14, n. 8). The 20 years are less certain to identify. Rabinowitz (1954:15, n. 11) thinks they 
may be based on Nehemiah 1:1. This is of course possible but perhaps less likely.  
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the Teacher how the nation had failed to walk in God’s way and thus had become 
‘traitors,’ men who ‘depart from the Way’ (CD 1:12-13, Baumgarten & Schwartz 
1995:13). The writer then mentions for the first time the Teacher’s adversary, called the 
‘Man of Mockery’ (DSSEL; ןוצלה שיא) or ‘the Scoffer’ (DSSSE), who arose360 and led the 
people of God astray, away from  ‘paths of righteousness’ (CD 1:16) and into rebellion 
(CD 1:13-15, quoting from Hs 4:16 and Ps 107:40; Jb 12:24), which manifested itself as 
the moving of ‘the ancient boundary stones’ (cf. Dt 19:14). This is later interpreted 
figuratively as the seeking of ‘flattery’ (תוקלח; CD 1:18, DSSEL; DSSSE ‘easy 
interpretations’), ‘deceit’ (תולתהמ; CD 1:18361) and ‘loopholes’ (see below).  
As a result of their deliberate waywardness, God brought upon Israel ‘the curses of 
his covenant’ (ותירב תולא; cf. Dt 29:20 [Eng. v. 21]; CD 1:17//4Q266 2i:20, DSSEL, 
reconstructed). These are described more significantly as the ‘sword of vengeance, the 
vengeance of the covenant’ (תירב םקנ תמקנ ברחל; CD 1:17-18; parallel 4Q266 2i:21, 
DSSEL, reconstructed). The reference to Deuteronomy is significant, since the expression 
 ִרְבַּה תוֹלאָתי  there, as here in CD, is in the context of an admonition against the deliberate 
refusal to heed the warning God gives to his people not to stray from his laws, especially 
those regarding punishments for idolatry. The expression תירב םקנ תמקנ ברחל is yet another 
quote from Leviticus 26:25 (תי ִ֔רְבּ־םְַקנ ֙תֶמ ֶֹ֙קנ בֶר ֶ֗ח), also in the context of covenant curses. The 
threat in Leviticus comes after the fourth and last repetition of the ‘seven times more’ 
punishment God promises the people if they refuse to heed his disciplinary measures, and 
thus points to the same deliberate refusal of God as Deuteronomy 29:18ff.362 In other 
words, the writer apparently refers back to the happenings during the last few decades 
before the fall of Jerusalem and its destruction and the exile of the people.  
The writer of CD continues by noting how the Israelites had transgressed363 and 
violated the covenant (CD 1:20; קוח וריפיו תירב וריבעיו;364 parallel 4Q266 2i:23, DSSEL, 
reconstructed), apparently a reference to the Mosaic laws. In particular they had refused to 
live according to its strict rules, but tried to find all kinds of ‘loopholes’ (DSSSE CD 1:18-
19; תוצרפל ופציו lit. ‘look out for gaps’), which resulted in a number of social evils, 
especially corruption in court365 and the persecution of those who wished to live righteous 
                                                 
360 דומעב; the same verb that is used in Daniel 11 to describe the appearance of the different kings of the South and 
North.  
361 Cf. Isaiah 30:10 where the word is used for false prophecies people want to hear rather than Isaiah’s messages of 
doom. 
362 This kind of intentional sin against God is of course also what Daniel confesses in his prayer in Daniel 9. 
363 Note that here CD uses רבע in the sense of ‘transgress’ the covenant. 
364 Cf. Leviticus 26:15: ֽיִתיִרְבּ־תֶא ם ֶ֖כְרְפַהְל, ‘they broke my covenant;’ 2 Kings 18:12: ה ֶֹ֖שׁמ ה ָ֔וִּצ ר ֶ֣שֲׁא־לָכּ ת ֵ֚א וֹ֔תיִרְבּ־תֶא ֙וּרְבַַעיַּו, 
‘but they transgressed his covenant, everything that Moses commanded.’  
365 ‘They declared the guilty righteous, and the righteous guilty;’ קידצ ועישריו עשר וקידציו (CD 1:19). 
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lives before God (CD 1:19f).366 God therefore was angry with them and brought the 
covenant curses (outlined in Lv 26 and Dt 28, but not explicitly quoted here) on them by 
destroying ‘their whole multitude’ (םנומה לכ תא םשהל; CD 2:1). 
 
3.2.2.2 CD 2:2 
CD 2:2 starts almost in the same way as 1:1: םכנזא הלגאו תירב יאב לכ ילא ועמש התעו (‘And 
now, listen to me, all [you] who enter the covenant and I will open your ears…;’ my 
translation). The writer uses the past history of Israel which he has just retold to exhort his 
fellows (or possibly new members), the תירב יאב (CD 2:2; lit. ‘those who enter [the] 
covenant’; parallel 4Q266 2ii:3, DSSEL, reconstructed), to listen to him so that they may 
understand the deceitfulness of the wicked people (2:2). The expression תירב יאב, which is 
‘essentially synonymous’ with קדצ יעדוי (CD 1:1; Wacholder 2007:173), does not occur in 
the MT. In fact, the word אוב with the sense of ‘entering a covenant’ only occurs rarely in 
the HB (5x), mainly in later books, but is quite common in the DSS where the two words 
occur together twenty-seven times (see the excursus below). In contrast to this scarcity in 
the HB, the writer of CD is particularly fond of the phrase תירב יאב which he uses six times 
with slight variations,367 but other forms of אוב also occur.368  
 
3.2.2.3 Excursus: אוב in Connection with תיִרְבּ in the HB and in CD 
The Hebrew word אובּ is used for entering a covenant only in Jeremiah 34:10, Ezekiel 16:8 
and 2 Chronicles 15:12 (Qal) as well as in 1 Samuel 20:8 and Ezekiel 20:37 (Hiphil), in 
other words in relatively late texts. The two occurrences in the Hiphil stem will be 
discussed first.  
In 1 Samuel 20:8 David speaks to Jonathan, saying that Jonathan had ‘brought’ him 
(Hiphil pf 2ms) into a covenant of the Lord with himself (ךְ ָ֑מִּע ֖ךְָדְּבַע־ֽתֶא ָתא ֵ֥בֵה ה ָ֔וְהי תי ִ֣רְבִבּ י ִ֚כּ), 
and therefore Jonathan should deal kindly with him even though his father was not kindly 
disposed towards David. In this verse the Hiphil is used with the causative sense.  
                                                 
366 The life of Jeremiah comes to mind. The phrase םנומה לכ תא םשהל is reminiscent of such verses as Jeremiah 12:11 
(ץֶר ָ֔אָה־לָכּ ֙הָמּ ַָ֙שׁנ ה ָ֑מֵמְשׁ י ַ֖לָע הָ֥לְבאָ ה ָ֔מָמְשִׁל ֙הָּמָשׂ; ‘It has been made a desolation; desolate, it mourns before me; the whole 
land has been made desolate;’ NASB). Cf. also Leviticus 26:21, 31-32, 34-35, 43; Daniel 9:18; for similar 
descriptions of the desolation of the land and the description of the ‘abomination that causes desolation’ (NIV) in 
Daniel 9:26-27; 11:31; 12:11. 
367 E.g. with definite article on תירב or a preposition on אוב; the occurrences are CD 2:2; 3:10; 4:19; 8:1; 8:14; 20:25. 
The translator of CD in DSSEL translates the phrase תירב יאב consistently as ‘members of the covenant.’ Davies 
(1982a:72) remarks that ‘the identity of the audience addressed in [CD 2:1-13] … depends on whether the phrase 
תירב יאב means “entering the covenant” or “members of the covenant.”’ He does not give his own opinion.  
368 See below. In addition, the expression occurs (with slight variations) also at 4Q266 (4QDa) 2ii:2; 4Q267 (4QDb) 3:2 
and 9iv:11; 4Q269 (4QDd) 2:5; 4Q270 (4QDe) 6iii:17. 
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In Ezekiel 20:37 God speaks to Israel who are going to be taken into captivity and 
will thus be judged by him, but there they will be brought ‘into the bond of the covenant’ 
(תי ִֽרְבַּה תֶר ֹ֥ סָמְבּ ם ֶ֖כְתֶא י ִ֥תאֵבֵהְו, Hiph pf 1cs) by Yahweh to be purged from those unwilling to 
follow him. Here too the Hiphil simply identifies the verb as a causative form. Thus the 
‘bringing into a covenant’ can be done either by a human party where one (probably higher 
standing) person initiates a covenant with another, or by God, who initiates the covenant 
with a human being. The lower standing human party is the recipient of the initiative by 
the higher standing person or God.  
The verb אוב occurs three times in the Qal in the active sense of ‘entering a 
covenant,’ all in relatively late texts. The initiative can be taken either by God (Ezk 16:18) 
who brings humans into covenant with him or by humans (Jr 34:10, 2 Chr 15:12) who 
express the desire to enter into a covenant with God. Ezekiel 16:8 appears in a context 
where Yahweh (the initiator) through Ezekiel tells Jerusalem (metonymy for God’s people, 
the human recipient) of his choice of her when he made an oath and ‘entered into a 
covenant with’369 her so that she would become his ( ה ִ֖וְהי ֥יָֹנדֲא ם ְֻ֛אנ ךְ ָֹ֗תא תי ִ֜רְבִב אוֹ֨באָָו ךְ ָ֠ל ֽעַב ָ֣שֶּׁאָו
ֽיִל ִייְה ִ֥תַּו). However, Jerusalem had become unfaithful to him by prostituting herself to other 
nations.  
Jeremiah 34:10 notes that Jerusalem’s officials (the human initiator) had ‘entered 
the covenant’370 (תי ִ֗רְבַּב וּא ָ֣בּ) to release all slaves (the human recipients), but subsequently 
took back their word and enslaved them again, whereupon the Lord pronounced judgment 
on the nation. The definite article shows that the purpose of the covenant was particular 
and referred to something very specific, namely releasing slaves.  
A similar expression (i.e. אוב plus תי ִ֗רְבַּב) is used in 2 Chronicles 15:12, in the 
context of the story of Asa’s reforms. After a prophecy by the prophet Azariah, Asa ‘took 
courage’ and began a religious reform programme, in the course of which he removed 
idols from the land, restored the apparently broken altar of the Lord in front of the temple, 
and with those who supported his reforms ‘entered371 into the covenant to seek the Lord 
God of their fathers with all their heart and soul’ ( ם ֶ֑היֵתוֹבֲא י ֵ֣הלֱֹא ה ָ֖וְהי־תֶא שׁוֹ֕רְדִל תי ִ֔רְבַּב וּא ֹ֣ ָביַּו
ם ָֽשְַׁפנ־לָכְבוּ ם ָ֖בָבְל־לָכְבּ). On the other hand, all those who refused to join them were threatened 
with the death penalty (2 Chr 15:13). The result of this covenant was that God answered 
their sincere plea ‘and he was found by them’ (2 Chr 15:15). Here Asa, the king, and the 
people who supported him were the initiators. Their desire ‘to seek the Lord ... with all 
                                                 
369 Qal impf 1cs ו-consecutive. 
370 Qal pf 3cs אוב; n fs תירב + def art. 
371 Qal impf 3cp אוב + ו-consecutive.  
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their heart’ was the purpose of the covenant. The recipient seems at first sight to be God 
himself, but in fact ultimately it is human beings who are receiving the blessings of the 
restored relationship with God. This is the only occurrence in the HB where the expression 
‘enter a covenant’ is used together with ‘to seek the Lord ... with all their heart.’  
Hultgren (2007:79) suggests that there is a striking correlation between 2 
Chronicles 15:1-15 (the covenant renewal ceremony initiated by king Asa) and CD. The 
ceremony in 2 Chronicles takes place in the third month (of Asa’s fifteenth year) and ‘can 
be viewed as a kind of covenant renewal’ (Hultgren 2007:79). Similarly, 4Q266 11:17 (cf. 
4Q270 7ii:11) mentions a covenant renewal that takes place in the third month. Hultgren 
(2007:79) finds some ‘striking’ verbal similarity between 4Q266/4Q270 and 2 Chronicles, 
but that is in my opinion an overstatement. There are only two similarities: all three texts 
speak of a ceremony taking place in the third month, and all note some punishment for 
those who refuse to abide by the covenant; however, they are to be put to death in 2 
Chronicles 15:13, but only cursed in 4Q266 11:17/4Q270 7ii 11:12.372 Elsewhere, of 
course, one finds a number of points of contact between the Damascus covenant and 2 
Chronicles 15, e.g. ‘returning’ (בוש) to God and/or his law (e.g. CD 2:5/2 Chr 15:4), and 
seeking (שרד) him/it wholeheartedly (e.g. CD 1:10/2 Chr 15:12).  
Hultgren is on stronger ground in his observation that there are connections to 
Deuteronomy (esp. Dt 4:25-31; 29; and 30:1-5; Hultgren 2007:81-84). He takes up 
Cholewinski’s (1985) suggestion that the Moab covenant of Deuteronomy 29-30 is 
connected to the idea of a new covenant. Cholewinski (1985:110-111) had argued that 
Jeremiah’s (and probably also Ezekiel’s) idea of a ‘new covenant’ goes back to 
Deuteronomistic redactors who in this way wanted to give ‘the prophetic “new covenant” 
Mosaic roots’ (cf. Hultgren 2007:86, summarising Cholewinski 1985:108-111).373 Though 
I do not agree with this late dating of the final redaction of Deuteronomy, I think Hultgren 
(2007:88) may well be right in assuming that Deuteronomy may be the foundation for ‘the 
idea of “entering the new covenant in the land of Damascus” that appears in CD.’374 
                                                 
372 Jubilees also specifies a covenant renewal ceremony taking place on the 15th day that falls into the Festival of 
Weeks’ or the ‘Festival of Oaths.’ The book of Jubilees makes use of a pun between the words ‘weeks’ and ‘oaths’ 
in Hebrew (Hultgren 2007:79-80). The texts Hultgren (2007:79) cites are, however, concerned with Noah and 
Abraham, not Asa. 
373 Hultgren (2007:88) believes that the Deuteronomists at least ‘reshaped [the Moab covenant] in light of the 
prophetic concept of the new covenant,’ though one may equally well argue that Jeremiah’s prediction was an 
original revelation of God that was also in line with Deuteronomistic theology. Hultgren (2007:87-88) also holds 
that the final redaction of Deuteronomy comes from ‘the exilic or even post-exilic’ period. As far as he is concerned, 
there is a development ‘within Deuteronomistic circles in the exilic or post-exilic period, of the idea of “entrance 
into a covenant” (cf. Deut 29:11), a covenant that has theological affinities to the “new covenant” of the prophets, 
including that of Jeremiah 31:31-31’ (Hultgren 2007:88). It must be noted, however, that the verb for ‘entering’ the 
covenant in Deuteronomy 29:11 is רבע, not אוב. 
374 Hultgren (2007:88ff) continues to outline the connection between the Deuteronomy texts and the preaching of the 
prophets to the exiles where the theme of God’s returning the exiles to their land after purging them from their 
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Hultgren (2007:95) effectively argues that the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ and 
Asa’s covenant in 2 Chronicles 15 are structurally identical, and since the latter has its 
roots in Deuteronomistic ‘“new covenant” traditions,’ so does the former. The ‘new 
covenant in the land of Damascus’ is based on the idea that in order to be ‘restored to its 
land’ Israel ‘must enter into a covenant to seek God’ wholeheartedly and ‘to study the law 
and the prophets to find the “hidden things”’ of the law (Hultgren 2007:104). It is in close 
relationship to Jeremiah’s covenant, and ‘would arise while Israel was in the “land of the 
north,” that is, Damascus, where, according to Amos 5:26-27, God would deport the law 
and the prophets’ but also ‘re-establish them and reveal their correct interpretation’ 
(Hultgren 2007:104). This theme will be further explored in the excursus below on ‘The 
use of the expression “the new covenant in the land of Damascus” in CD.’ 
As for the remainder of occurrences in CD, אוב together with תירב occurs thirteen 
times;375 plus ten times in the Qumran fragments,376 though mainly in reconstructed texts. 
The most common expression is תירב(ה) יאב, ‘those who entered the covenant,’ which 
appears six times in CD and five times in the 4Q fragments.377  
In CD 2:2 (cf. 4Q266 (4QDa) 2ii:2) the writer calls upon the תירב יאב to pay 
attention to his teachings, in particular his teachings about ‘the wicked’ who rebel against 
God and refuse to follow his way (CD 2:6). From the context it is obvious that the 
covenant in view is that of joining the community of the writer, and the wicked are those 
who do not follow the strict interpretation of the law that his community endorsed. In the 
context of CD 3:10 (cf. 4Q269 (4QDd) 2:5) the expression םינשארה תירבה יאב indicates that 
the writer here refers to the exodus generation that was judged by God because of their 
disobedience to the covenant and God’s instructions regarding entry into Canaan.  
The reference in CD 6:19 includes the expression ‘new covenant in the land of 
Damascus.’ The whole phrase ‘according to what was found/discovered by those who 
entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ (קשמד ץראב השדחה תירבה יאב תאצמכ) 
refers to the members of the community of this Damascus covenant, which is, arguably, a 
community preceding that of the present addressees.  
                                                                                                                                                 
idolatry is prominent. He points out that texts such as Ezekiel 20 and Jeremiah 29 are reminiscent of Deuteronomy 
30:3-5 (Hultgren 2007:91). However, the idea of purging and restoring Israel is already latent in Amos 9 and Hosea 
2:14-3:5. Both prophets generally prophesy judgment on the nation, but they also promise that after judgment has 
taken place, God will restore her to himself, Hosea by noting that God will lead Israel into the desert to woo her 
back (cf. Ezk 20:35 and Hs 2:14). Furthermore, Amos 5 calls on Israel repeatedly to seek (שרד) the Lord so they 
may live. This language is then taken up more forcefully by the exilic prophets. 
375 CD 2:2; 3:10; 6:11, 19; 8:1, 21; 9:3; 12:11; 13:14; 15:5; 19:13, 16, 33; 20:24.  
376 4Q266 (4QDa) 2ii:2; 3ii:18; 3iii:24; 4Q267 (4QDb) 3:3; 9iv:11; 4Q269 (4QDd) 2:5; 9:4; 4Q270 (4QDe) 5:17; 6i:21; 
6iii:17. 
377 4Q266 (4QDa) 2ii:2; 4Q267 (4QDb) 3:2 and 9iv:11; 4Q269 (4QDd) 2:5; 4Q270 (4QDe) 6iii:17. 
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CD 8:1 (cf. 4Q266 (4QDa) 3iii:24 where the expression used is ות[י]רבב םיאב; also 
4Q267 (4QDb) 9iv:11) condemns those of the תירבה יאב who refuse to live by the rules of 
the community but continue in their old ways, and the same can be said about the 
occurrences at CD 19:13-14 (ותירב יאב, those who entered his covenant) and CD 8:21, 
which comes after a number of warnings against apostasy. This occurrence incidentally 
also includes a reference to the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ and is therefore 
dealt with in more detail below under that heading. The reference in CD 13:14 forbids 
members of the writer’s community (תירב יאב) to ‘buy or sell to corrupt people378 except 
hand to hand’ (CD 13:14-15; DSSEL).  
In CD 6:11 (cf. 4Q266 (4QDa) 3ii:18) the writer refers to those ‘who have been 
brought into the covenant’ (תירבב ואבוה)379 who are to join in boycotting the Jerusalem 
temple (lit. ‘the sanctuary,’ שדקמה). Here the reference is obviously to community 
members, perhaps ones only recently admitted. CD 9:2-3 (cf. 4Q270 (4QDe) 6iii:17) 
denounces present addressees who continue to hold grudges against fellow members. The 
expression used is במיתירבה וא  (Hiph pt ms cons + 3ms, ‘those who are brought into the 
covenant’), which is generally emended to תירבה יאבמ (Qal pt mp cons), ‘those who enter 
into the covenant.’  
CD 12:11 forbids members of the community to sell property or slaves to gentiles, 
lest they be used to sacrifice to pagan gods. The slaves are said to ‘have entered with him 
into Abraham’s covenant,’ םהרבא תירבב ומע ואב רשא, but the reference is obviously to 
fellow community members, albeit slaves.  In CD 15:5 (cf. 4Q270 (4QDe) 6i:21) ‘he who 
has entered the covenant’ community (תירבב אבהו, Qal pt ms def art ו-conj) must also 
ensure that his children join it when they come of age. CD 19:16 denounces members of 
the community who have ‘entered the covenant of returning [to God];’ (for this translation 
see above; הבושת תירבב ואב, Qal pf 3cp), but refuse to leave their old ways. Such people, 
according to CD 19:33 (קשמד ץראב השדחה תירבב ואב, Qal pf 3cp) and context, will face 
God’s judgment. In fact, according to CD 20:25 (cf. 4Q267 (4QDb) 3:2), people who have 
been brought into the covenant (תירבה יאבמ)380 but who break the law will be expelled from 
the camp when God’s glory will appear, which is possibly but not necessarily a reference 
to eschatological punishment.  
What is evident from all these occurrences in CD is the fact that, no matter what 
verbal stem is used, the expression תירב אוב always refers to human effort at entering the 
                                                 
378 רחשה ינב. These are obviously outsiders, with whom barter trade (rather than cash trade) is permitted (Wacholder 
2007:347). 
379 Hoph pf 3cp. 
380 Hiph pt mp. 
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covenant. With the possible exception of the reference to the exodus generation in CD 
3:10, all the references imply the covenant by the community members who swore to live 
by the Mosaic Law according to the strict interpretation of the sect. Except for two biblical 
references, there is no mention of God bringing others into a covenant or entering it.  
It is interesting that CD only uses the word תרכ for making a covenant three 
times,381 in CD 15:8 (cf. 4Q271 (4QDf) 4i:11), though it is a common term in the HB. At 
CD 15:8-9 the writer refers to a covenant that Moses made with Israel. Perhaps the 
expression had fallen out of use by the time CD was written. But it may be that תרכ was 
considered by the sectarians to refer only to God’s first initiative to make a covenant with 
humans in biblical times. Since they inherited these covenants, as it were, they were 
merely ‘entering into’ what had already been established in the past, requiring the use of a 
different term. This would incidentally also explain the use of אוב in later biblical texts. 
Moreover, perhaps תרכ included the connotation of a sacrificial element in making a 
covenant which was no longer applicable to the CD community.  
The expression תירב םוק (either in the Qal or Hiphil stems) for establishing or 
entering a covenant is used four times in CD (three times in CD, once in 4Q266 3i:3) and 
six times in S (twice in 1QS, once in a reconstructed lacuna in 1QSb, twice in 4Q258 and 
once in 4Q259). It also appears twice in the War Scroll (1QM 13:7 and 4Q491 (4QMa) 
7:1), and three more times in other fragments. At CD 3:13 it is stated that ‘God established 
his covenant with Israel forever’ by revealing the ‘hidden’ things to them. In CD 4:9 (= 
4Q266 3i:3) it is reported that ‘like the covenant which God established with the 
forefathers to atone for their sins, so he will atone for them,’ (i.e. the members of the 
writer’s community). In CD 20:10 the reference is to recalcitrant members of the writer’s 
community who ‘rejected the covenant and agreement which they established in the land 
of Damascus, i.e. the new covenant,’ and who will thus be judged. CD prefers the 
expression תירב אוב to say that a covenant ‘has been entered into.’ As noted, it is usually 
human beings who enter the covenant, generally that of keeping the Mosaic law according 
to the strict interpretation of the writer’s community. Occasionally it is stated that ‘God 
entered’ or ‘established’ a covenant with his people.  
3.2.2.4 CD 2:3-4:5 
In CD 2:3ff the writer highlights what the ‘wicked’ have done, but he first shows his 
readers the greatness of God, who ‘loves knowledge [and] wisdom’ and is in fact the one 
                                                 
381 Five times, if 4QD271 4i:11, 4ii:2-3 are counted as well. The term also appears three times in the Temple Scroll 
(11Q19 (Templea) 2:4, 12; 29:10; twice in the War Scroll (1QM 13:7 and 4Q491 (4QMa) 7:1; and ten times 
elsewhere. Most occurrences are references to covenants made with either Moses or Abraham, i.e. in contexts where 
Scripture is in view. 
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who bestows these characteristics (CD 2:3). God forgives those who repent, but those who 
refuse to do so and instead continue in the stubbornness of their hearts will be judged by 
him (CD 2:4-6). Once more, the writer notes how the Israelites of old refused to obey God 
and as a result had faced their punishment (CD 2:6-10). God knew all this beforehand, of 
course, but he always left himself a remnant (lit. ‘those who escape,’ התילפ, CD 2:11), who 
would not be destroyed with the rest, with whom he could begin afresh, and whom he 
could teach ‘through his anointed one <the anointed ones> of his spirit, the seers of 
truth’382 (CD 2:12-13).  
Yet another exhortation follows in CD 2:14.383 The writer urges the members of his 
community (lit. ‘sons’) to pay attention to him so that he can teach them to choose what 
pleases God (CD 2:15) and to refrain from what he hates. He encourages his readers not to 
be like others, including the ‘watchers’ and Noah’s descendants, who fell (CD 2:17-3:1) 
because they preferred to follow ‘the thoughts of a guilty inclination and lascivious eyes’ 
(CD 2:16, DSSSE). As a result, they all ‘were cut off’ (CD 2:16), the reference obviously 
being to the flood. In contrast to them, Abraham kept God’s commandments (CD 3:2) and 
passed them on to his son Isaac and grandson Jacob, and as a result all three of them were 
considered ‘friends of God’ (CD 3:3-4, לאל םיבהוא) and ‘owners/partners of the covenant 
forever’ (my translation, םלועל תירב ילעב; parallel 4Q266 2ii:23, DSSEL, reconstructed384). 
תירב ילעב (CD 3:4) is a unique expression which does not occur in the HB, but in the 
present text it is apparently synonymous with ‘friends of God’ (or, more literally, ‘lovers 
to/of God,’ לאל םיבהוא). A similar phrase occurs in Isaiah 41:8 where God addresses Israel 
as his ‘servant,’ Jacob, his ‘chosen one,’ ‘descendant of Abraham, my friend’ (ֽיִבֲֹהא ם ָ֥הָרְבאַ; 
cf. also 2 Chr 20:7,  ֖ךְָבַה ֹֽ א ם ָ֥הָרְבאַ; Js 2:23). These OT texts may well have been in the 
writer’s mind when he penned these lines. The author seems to imply that the initial 
Abrahamic covenant was considered eternally valid. 
                                                 
382 תמא ̇̇יזוחו ושדק חור <יחישמ> וחישמ דיב םעידויו. If וחישמ here refers to the Teacher of Righteousness, then it is not so far 
off, after all, to consider him a messianic figure. Davies (1982a:75) thinks it refers to the prophets, which is perhaps 
more likely.  
383 Murphy-O’Connor (1970) believes that CD 2:14-4:1 originally was a missionary document ‘conceived as an 
instrument of conversion’ which later was ‘adapted to serve a different function by the addition of historical (I, 1-II, 
1) and theological (II, 2-13) introductions.’ I am looking at the whole of CD as it stands where that purpose is less 
obvious (if at all). I think he overstates the significance of the address: םכיניע הלגאו יל ועמש םינב התעו. Murphy-
O’Connor (1970:204) believes that the use of the ‘banal term “children”’ is ‘entirely neutral in an environment 
where the communication of knowledge was considered to establish a father-son relationship.’ He thinks that 
nothing here indicates that the same people are addressed as in the previous two sections, but I beg to differ. The 
address here also begins with the word התעו and after addressing the ‘children’ continues with the injunction to 
‘hear’ and the statement that the writer ‘will open your eyes,’ just as at 2:2 he had said he would ‘open your ears.’ 
The clause יל ועמש םינב התעו recalls Proverbs 5:7, 7:24 and 8:32 (cf. Wacholder 2007:175). As in earlier sections of 
Proverbs, the address םינב is ‘a term of endearment’ (Wacholder 2007:176), but also, one might add, of an authority 
figure addressing juniors. 
384 This section does not appear in DSSSE; lines 21-24 of 4Q266 2ii are extremely fragmentary, but have been 
reconstructed by the editor(s) of DSSEL. Baumgarten only gives the preserved sections of these lines in the text, but 
suggests the restorations in his footnotes (Baumgarten 2006:16, 18, notes 110-116).  
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The writer continues to outline the history of Israel from Jacob’s descendants 
onwards, noting that they, like the Watchers of the heavens and Noah’s descendants before 
them, went astray and refused to obey God’s commandments, starting from their captivity 
in Egypt and continuing during the wilderness wanderings and the period of the monarchy 
(only briefly alluded to in line 9). The writer notes in particular the sins of eating blood 
(CD 3:6) and the people’s refusal to go and possess the land (CD 3:7; cf. Nu 13), but the 
root sin is the ‘desire of their spirit’ (3:7; lit. simply ‘their spirit,’ םחור), i.e. stubbornness 
(םבל תורירש, 3:5) and wilful disobedience (described in 2:16 as המשא רצי, ‘sinful 
inclination’) which ultimately led not only to the destruction of the wilderness generation, 
but to the extermination of the monarchy (3:9; ותרכנ 385וב םהיכלמו, ‘their kings were cut off 
because of it,’ my translation) and the destruction of the land (3:10; הממש וב םצראו, ‘their 
land was devastated because of it;’ DSSEL) and the people (3:10-11; ברחל ורגסיו, ‘they 
were handed over to the sword’).  
All this happened because the ‘very first to enter the covenant made themselves 
guilty’ (םינשארה תירבה יאב <ובח> ובה, CD 3:10, my translation) and thus were punished by 
God ‘because they abandoned the covenant of God’ (DSSEL, 3:11; םבזעב לא תירב תא ; cf. 
4Q269 2:4-6), because everyone ‘did what he pleased and searched after the stubbornness 
of his heart’386 (3:11-12; םבל תורירש ירחא ורותיו ונוצר תא שיא תושעל, my translation) instead 
of doing God’s will (3:12; cf. also 2:20-21). The phrase ‘very first to enter the covenant’ 
apparently refers to Jacob’s descendants in Egypt and the wilderness generation, since the 
writer has stated that Abraham, Isaac and Jacob were ‘God’s friends.’ In other words, the 
Sinai covenant is meant in both these references in 3:10-11 (cf. Abegg 2003:83), but those 
who ‘abandoned it’ ultimately included all the Israelites throughout their history as a 
nation who refused to abide by it (cf. Murphy-O’Connor 1970:206). 
The expression לא תירב,387 covenant of God (CD 3:11), appears also in CD 5:12; 
7:5; 13:14; 14:2 and 20:17. In CD 3:11 it refers to the Sinai covenant, but the other 
references are to the sectarian covenant. Together with the term ותירב (‘his covenant;’ CD 
1:17; 3:13; 8:1; 19:3), לא תירב indicates that ‘the covenant has its origin in God, in whose 
nature and will it is grounded, and on whose promise covenant-validity rests’ (Christiansen 
                                                 
385 The expression וב (‘because of it’ or ‘by it’) in 3:9, 10 apparently refers back to the phrases המשא רצי (2:16) and 
םבל תורירש (3:5).  
386 This is reminiscent of the kings in Daniel 11 who also did ‘as they pleased.’ 
387 CD, like other DSS, does not like to use God’s covenant name, YHWH (on the avoidance of the Tetragrammaton in 
the DSS cf. Parry 1997:437-449; Stegemann 1978, esp. pp 195-196, 200-202). Instead, it prefers לא (cf. Stegemann 
1978:201). It appears that the expression לא תירב is used in a way similar to הוהי תירב, which occurs thirty seven 
times in the MT (mostly in the expression ‘ark of the covenant of the Lord,’ הוהי תירב ןורא, but a few times by itself, 
e.g. in Dt 4:23; 29:24; Josh 7:15; 23:16; 1 Ki 8:21//2 Chr 6:11; Jr 22:9). It is interesting that all of these references 
(with the exception of 1 Ki 8:21//2 Chr 6:11, which refer to the covenant documents that are in the ark) are in the 
context of either Israel’s falling away from God’s covenant, or a warning not to do so. Only two of the references to 
the ‘covenant of God’ in CD are used in this way.  
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1998:72). In fact, since the covenants with Noah and Abraham and the Sinai covenant are 
all instigated by God, one may well argue with Christiansen (1998:72) that the HB 
conceives of only one, divinely established covenant which was manifested in different 
ways (cf. Christiansen 1998:72).  
CD 3:13 asserts that God established this covenant ‘forever’ with (or for,388 לארשיל) 
those Israelites who were ‘left [and] held firm to the commandments of God’ (DSSEL), 
including the predecessors of the writer’s community (cf. Holtz 2009:37). Although it 
seems that this involved the establishment of a ‘new’ covenant (cf. Davies 2010:35), it is 
better to understand it as the renewal and transformation of the old (Mosaic) one for the 
present community, analogous to the covenant with the forefathers (CD 4:9).389 The 
question arises what is meant by the term ‘Israel’ in this context. Holtz (2009:37) thinks 
that it ‘means Israel as a whole.’ She is right in the sense that potentially all Israelites may 
repent and join the community (cf. Holtz 2009:39), but one should not see this as a blanket 
inclusion of each and every Israelite, no matter what their spiritual condition is. As Garcia 
Martinez (2007:297) points out, ‘[t]he divine covenant is for ever, but now not every 
Israelite is automatically a member. Only those who are faithful to its precepts are 
members’ (cf. also Evans 2003:80, who notes that the ‘distinctive feature of Covenant at 
Qumran is the reduction of the number of elect’). A similar notion is found in Romans 9:6: 
‘For not all who are descended from Israel belong to Israel and not all are children of 
Abraham because they are his offspring’ (ESV). The seeds to these Christian ideas were 
already present before the Christian era among the DSS sectarians. 
In this covenant God ‘revealed to them things hidden, in which all Israel had erred’ 
(לארשי לכ םב ועת רשא תורתסנ םהל תולגל; cf. 4Q266 2i:5, 4Q268 1:7). These ‘hidden things’390 
                                                 
388 Holtz (2009:37) points out that the covenant in 1QS 3:13 is made ‘for Israel,’ (לארשיל) not, as in the translations 
(e.g. DSSEL), ‘with Israel.’ She may have a point here, but it is noteworthy that in the HB the preposition ל in 
connection with making a covenant ‘for’ someone is primarily used for covenants between a superior and an inferior 
human party (e.g. Josh 9:6; 1 Sm 11:1; 2 Ki 11:4 etc.). Where God is said to make a covenant with somebody or 
Israel, the preposition ל is quite rare and first occurs in the prophetic books (and almost always later ones; Is 55:3; Jr 
32:40; Ezk 16:60; 34:25, 26; Hs 2:20) and three times in Psalms and Chronicles (Ps 89:3; 105:10; 2 Chr 21:7). It is 
also interesting that in Ezra 10:3 and Chronicles 29:10, i.e. in post-exilic literature, ל is used in expressions where 
humans want to make a covenant with God. There seems to be a shift in meaning and an acceptance of ל to indicate 
‘make a covenant with’ which appears also in the DSS. Therefore I believe one should not make too much of the 
preposition used in 1QS 3:13. The translation ‘he instituted his covenant with Israel’ for לארשיל ותירב תא לא םיקה 
does not, I think, mean anything different than if the translation were ‘he instituted his covenant for Israel’ (which is 
more literal).  
389 Cf. Nitzan (2001:94); Evans (2003:59); Hultgren (2007:115); Garcia Martinez (2007:297). Schiffman (2004:260; 
cf. 2010a:238) notes that the text assumes that ‘the laws of the Torah actually predated the Sinaitic revelation, a 
claim made consistently in Jubilees as well.’ Davies (1982a:81ff) also points out the relationship to Jubilees. 
Wacholder (2007:110) goes so far as to state that the Damascus Document ‘presents itself as an amplification of the 
book of Jubilees’ or ‘a sequel to Jubilees’ (Wacholder 2007:118). 
390 Cf. Deuteronomy 29:28. García-Martínez (2010a:235) believes, rightly I think, that the words ‘nistar’ (hidden) and 
‘nigleh’ (revealed) take on a new meaning in the sectarian scrolls ‘since what is hidden from Israel is revealed to 
them.’ Wacholder (2007:194) thinks that the ‘nigleh’ is what he calls the ‘sectarian Torah,’ i.e. for him the ‘Torah 
and Te‘udah according to Jubilees.’ Perhaps one should rather say the Torah as interpreted by them.  
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are not ‘things not found in Scripture, but ... new truths about what is already in Scripture’ 
(Evans 2003:60; cf. Collins 2010b:12-13391); they are ‘not “new” revelations but 
radicalized demands, new ways of interpreting the already-existing covenant laws on 
keeping the Sabbath’ (Christiansen 1998:83) and other issues. In fact, one may well state 
with Collins (2007a:182) that ‘the raison d’être of the new community is the correct 
interpretation’ (cf. also Evans 2003:55) and ‘observance of the Torah’ (Collins 2010b:5). 
The issue of proper understanding is of course also an important theme in Daniel, though 
neither of the terms used here is present in Daniel. Moreover, the revelation in CD is not 
directly by divine inspiration, as in Daniel (though there sometimes mediated through an 
angel), but happens through proper exegesis (cf. Davies 1982a:86; Shemesh & Werman 
2003:108; García Martínez 2010a:235).  
The ‘hidden things’ concerned the failures of the preceding generations with regard 
to God’s ‘holy Sabbaths, his glorious appointed feasts, his righteous laws and his 
true/trustworthy ways as well as his pleasing will which man(kind) should do to live by 
them’ (my translation, CD 3:14-16, כ ידעומו ושדק תותבש ונוצר יצפחו ותמא יכרדו וקדצ תודיע ודוב
םהב היחו םדאה השעי רשא). The last part of this text is a quotation of Leviticus 18:5, with the 
only difference that CD reads היחו whereas MT reads יחו (cf. Neh 9:29; Ezk 20:13).392 Both 
Ezekiel 20:13 and CD 3:14-16 make the point that the commandments issued at Sinai, in 
particular the detailed stipulations regarding the Jewish feasts and the Sabbath, 
complement the covenant with the forefathers (i.e. Abraham, Isaac and Jacob).393  
CD 3:16b-18 reports how some of the Israelites ‘dug a well, yielding much water’ 
(3:16), i.e. they studied God’s commandments and thus became recipients of the special 
revelation (cf. CD 6:3-9), while others continued in their stubborn refusal of God’s laws. 
Nevertheless, God in his mysterious grace still ‘forgave their transgression’ (3:17) and 
‘built for them a sure house’394 (ןמאנ תיב םהל ןב̇יו; 3:18-19, Baumgarten & Schwartz 
                                                 
391 Collins (2010b:12) notes that although the sectarians had remained faithful to the covenant, they still ‘did not know 
all they needed to know from tradition’ (Collins 2010b:13), but needed special revelation. At CD 6:7, the principal 
recipient of this new revelation is named ‘Interpreter of the Law’ (הרותה שרוד), a person probably to be equated with 
the Teacher of Righteousness, especially since CD 6:11 goes on to label him ‘he who teaches righteousness’ ( הרוי
קדצה; cf. Collins 2010b:13). For a more detailed discussion on the meaning of ‘hidden’ and ‘revealed’ things and the 
different interpretations of Dt 29:28 in rabbinic literature see Shemesh & Werman (1998:410-421). 
392 Nehemiah 9:29 and Ezekiel 20:13 also mention the rebellion of Israel in the desert. Apart from the exact wording, 
the context of the reference in CD has fewer similarities with Nehemiah 9 than with Ezekiel 20.  
393 Of course, one of the most important aspects of the theology of the Qumran sect is its insistence on ‘the correct 
interpretation of the law’ (Collins 2010a:18), in particular the observance of the Jewish festivals according to the 
correct cultic calendar (cf. Collins 2010a:19), which in CD was based on the 364-day solar year rather than the 354-
day lunar year observed in Jerusalem. Collins (2010a:19) notes that ‘Calendrical differences were a major impetus 
to sectarian formation. If a group did not observe the festivals at the same time as everyone else, then it effectively 
separated itself from the rest of the people.’ For this theme cf. also Davies (1982a:81ff); Abegg (2003:86f).  
394 ןמאנ תיב appears in 1 Samuel 2:35, referring to a priestly dynasty and in 1 Samuel 25:28, 1 Kings 11:38 referring to 
the Davidic dynasty. A ‘house’ can designate either a dwelling place, the temple or the Davidic dynasty (cf. 2 Sm 7; 
Christiansen 1998:81). Murphy-O’Connor (1970:209) and Davies (1982a:90; 1982b:290) prefer an allusion to the 
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1995:17; DSSSE has ‘safe home’), though the people had deliberately spurned God and 
‘defiled themselves with human sin and unclean paths’ (3:17, DSSSE). God also ‘swore to 
them’ in words almost equal to Ezekiel 44:15 (DSSSE, 3:21).395 CD is somewhat shorter, 
and Ezekiel equates the Zadokites with the Levitical priests (קוֹ֗דָצ יֵ֣נְבּ ם ִ֜יִּוְלַה םי ִ֨נֲֹהכַּהְו), 
whereas CD mentions them in addition to them (קודצ ינבו םיולהו םינהכה; ‘the priests and the 
Levites and the sons of Zadok;’ Ezk 44:15 does not have the conjunctions). It is also 
significant that CD 3:21 reads םהל לא םיקה, i.e. ‘God swore to/established (a covenant?) for 
them.’ HALOT gives ‘keep one’s word’ as one of the meanings of םוק in the Hiphil, which 
fits the context here. Nevertheless, the use of a term that is often associated with covenant 
making is suggestive.396  
After quoting from Ezekiel, the writer of CD then continues with his pesher-like 
interpretation: ‘The priests are the converts of Israel who left the land of Judah; and [the 
Levites are] those who joined them; and the sons of Zadok are the chosen of Israel, the 
men of renown, who stand (to serve) at the end of days (םימיה תירחאב םידמעה)’ (DSSSE). 
Obviously he is referring to his community. Although the writer purports to give a list of 
their names (CD 4:4-5) he does in fact not do so.397  
 
3.2.2.5 CD 4:6b-19 
CD 4:6b begins with a blank, and there seems to be something missing in the text, since 
the sentence is incomplete.398 Maybe one could paraphrase CD 4:6b-7a ‘The first holy 
                                                                                                                                                 
priesthood for CD 3:19, but perhaps the two should not be considered mutually exclusive. I think Christiansen 
(1998:81) is right in noting that the word probably indicates ‘a synthesis of a continuation of the Davidic dynasty 
and of the community of priests serving at the temple (either the real or the spiritualized temple).’ Murphy-
O’Connor (1970:209) actually modifies his statement by noting that ‘the reference ... is not to a building but to a 
community,’ founded by God himself and enjoying ‘his special favour’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1970:209). Similarly 
also Hultgren (2007:317): ‘Through further reflection on this prophecy, the community came to see itself as the 
“sure house” of 1 Sam 2:35 (CD 111,19), a temple-community in which faithful Zadokite priests were pre-eminent 
(CD IV,3-4).’ 
395 Ezekiel 44:15 reads: ‘But the Levitical priests, the sons of  Zadok, who  kept charge of My sanctuary when the sons 
of Israel went astray from Me, shall come near to Me to minister to Me; and they shall  stand before Me to offer Me 
the fat and the blood’ (NASB; BHS  ָֽעֵמ ֙לֵאָרְִשׂי־ֽיֵנְבּ תוֹ֤עְתִבּ ֙יִשָׁדְּקִמ תֶר ֶ֤מְשִׁמ־תֶא וּ֜רְמָשׁ ר ֶ֨שֲׁא קוֹ֗דָצ יֵ֣נְבּ ם ִ֜יִּוְלַה םי ִ֨נֲֹהכַּהְו י ַ֖לֵא וּ֥בְרְִקי הָמּ ֵ֛ה י ַ֔ל
 ָו בֶל ֵ֣ח ֙יִל בי ִ֥רְקַהְל י ַ֗נָפְל וּ֣דְמָעְו ִינ ֵ֑תְר ָֽשְׁלם ָ֔ד ; CD has: תרמשמ תא ורמש רשא קודצ ינבו םיולהו םינהכה ישדקמ םה ילעמ לארשי ינב תועתב 
םדו בלח יל ושיגי, DSSEL). 
396 Murphy-O’Connor (1970:210) notes that the ‘combination of the hifil of םוּק with ַדיְבּ found in the introductory 
formula (III, 21 a) is attested nowhere else.’  
397 Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:19) note: ‘The text here is in disarray, apparently due to the loss of the promised 
list. Perhaps it was too long to copy; perhaps its dating of the end of time had already passed.’ Murphy-O’Connor 
(1970:214) notes that the medieval copyist would have found such a list of ‘little interest’ for his own community, 
though it was probably necessary for the returning exiles to prove to those having remained in the country that they 
had indeed a right to speak. Tromp (2007:226) suggests that perhaps a more plausible reason for the missing list of 
names is that the copy from which CD was made lacked that particular page; this would also explain the incomplete 
sentence at CD 4:6-7: םדעב לא רפכ רשא םינוש שדוקה (see next note). He rightly argues that if the list had been left out 
on purpose the copyist would have started with a full sentence (Tromp 2007:226).  
398 DSSSE suggests the reading םינוש(ארה םה) שדוקה (lines 6-7; lit. ‘holiness (they are the first ones)’; DSSSE has ‘of 
holiness «are the forefathers»’); DSSEL however suggests the following reading:  [םינושארה שדוקה ישנא] םינוש שדוקה  
(‘holiness those who change [the first men of holiness]’; my translation; DSSEL translates: ‘< > holiness < > whom 
194 
 
ones are the ones whom God atoned for.’ This would fit in well with the following text, 
which continues: ‘and all those who entered (presumably into the covenant; cf. Murphy-
O’Connor 1970:215) after them in order to act according to the exact interpretation of the 
law in which the forefathers were instructed’ (CD 4:7-8, DSSSE,  תושעל םהירחא םיאבה לכו
שא הרותה שורפכםינשארה וב ורסותה ר ). The writer obviously has in mind the interpretation of 
the law according to his own community’s reading. The following lines refer back to this 
remark, noting that ‘according to the covenant which God established with the forefathers, 
in order to atone for their iniquities, so will God atone for them’ (CD 4:9-10;  רשא תירבכ
םדעב לא רפכי ןכ םהיתונוע לע רפכל םינשארל לא םיקה; cf. 4Q266 3i:3, DSSEL, reconstructed).  
It is not quite clear whether the phrase ‘those who entered after them’ refers to the 
writer’s own time and people (so e.g. Grossman 2002:112) or to the predecessors of the 
writer’s community (whose direct descendants he and his readers are). Regardless of the 
exact referent, the covenant envisaged could be either the Abrahamic or the Sinaitic 
covenant. Murphy-O’Connor (1970:215) suggests, rightly I think, that comparison with 
CD 3:10b ‘would suggest that these [i.e. the ‘first ones’ or ‘forefathers’] are to be 
identified with the Mosaic generation understood either in a strict or broad sense.’ He goes 
on to argue that the clause ‘“those who entered (the covenant) after them” (IV, 7b) refers 
to the post-exilic generations up to the present’ of the writer of CD (Murphy-O’Connor 
1970:215).399  
CD 4:10b400 seems to begin a new section.401 The writer says that after the 
completion of the correct number of years there will be no more ‘joining with the house of 
                                                                                                                                                 
God atoned for’). Murphy-O’Connor (1970:215) gives two possibilities: (a) םינוש[ארה םי]שׁדוקה and (b)  שדוקה [ישׁנא
םינושׁ[ארה], each supported by a number of scholars. With him I prefer the first option.  
399 Christiansen (1998:75) suggests that in CD 4:1-10 there may be an allusion to Malachi 2:8-9 ‘with its twofold 
understanding of priestly service: to guard knowledge and to give instruction (torah).’ She notes that if this is so, 
‘CD acknowledges that it is a priestly task and responsibility to mediate knowledge and to give instruction’ which it 
then extends ‘into a non-cultic sphere’ (Christiansen 1998:75). Grossman (2002:112) argues that the reference here 
is ‘to the first ones of the new covenant, who serve as a replacement for … the founding generations of Israel itself.’ 
Even if this is so, the new covenant is still modelled on the Mosaic covenant, according to whose strict interpretation 
the writer’s community lived.  
400 Murphy-O’Connor (1970:201, 218) considers this part of CD (in fact all of 2:14-6:1) as a ‘missionary document’, 
addressed to outsiders whom the writer wants to win over to his community. [He seems to have taken up an idea 
expressed a little earlier by Iwry (1969:83) who thinks that the whole document ‘was designed first of all as a 
hortatory missionary work (MS. A).’] This may well be so, but in my opinion there is also the possibility that the 
writer addresses younger or newer members of the community to exhort them in a way similar to Proverbs 1-9. 
Especially the address ‘sons’ or ‘children’ in CD 2:14 is reminiscent of Proverbs 4:1 (also 7:24), which in effect 
starts with exactly the same words: ‘And now sons, listen to me....’ In the context of Proverbs 1-9 the addressee is a 
young man, more precisely a royal son, who is exhorted to live according to God’s wisdom by his father. The point 
is that the chapters in Proverbs are addressed primarily to insiders, not outsiders, and I believe that the same is true 
for CD as a whole, including CD 2:14-6:1, which Murphy-O’Connor considers a missionary tractate addressed to 
outsiders. The idea of winning outsiders may indeed be present as well but I do not think it was the most important 
intention of the writer. 
401 Murphy-O’Connor (1970:217) suggests that the phrase ‘house of Judah’ is a reference to the writer’s own 
community, and that the ‘watchtower’ refers to Habakkuk 2:1 and 1QpHab 7:1, exhorting the readers to ‘perpetual 
vigilance’ (1970:218). Tromp (2007:227) similarly points out that there is an allusion to Habakkuk here. He notes 
that the meaning of the first half of the phrase is that ‘once the number of predetermined years is fulfilled, one can 
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Judah’ but that on the contrary ‘each one [will be] standing up on his watchtower’ 
(DSSSE) and that ‘the wall is built,402 the boundary removed’ (CD 4:12, DSSEL; cf. Mic 
7:11). He seems to look forward to a time when it will no longer be possible for people to 
join his community. In contrast to that, ‘in the present age Belial will be set loose against 
Israel’ (CD 4:12-13, DSSEL). The writer explains this statement by quoting Isaiah 24:17 
(ץראה בשׁוי ךילע חפו תחפו דחפ), which he then continues to expound in pesher-like fashion as 
referring to three nets of Belial ‘with which he catches Israel’ (DSSSE, 4:16), i.e. 
‘fornication ... wealth ... [and] defilement of the temple’ (DSSSE, 4:18-19). The writer 
continues to allude to Hosea 5:11, ‘He followed [man’s] command’ (ֽוָצ־יֵרֲחאַ ךְ ַ֖לָה), but 
interprets וצ as a false preacher (‘the preacher of whom he said, ‘Assuredly they will 
preach’, and those who follow him ‘are caught twice in fornication’ (CD 4:20, DSSSE).   
 
3.2.2.6 CD 5-8 
CD 5 is devoted to outlining the failures of past generations because they were ignorant of 
the law that was, according to the writer’s information, hidden ‘since the day of the death 
of Eleazar and of Jehoshua’ until ‘Zadok’s entry into office’ (CD 5:3-5, DSSSE). David 
himself also sinned in the matter of Uriah the Hittite, but was forgiven. However, the 
people after him ‘defiled the temple, for they did not keep apart in accordance with the 
law’ (CD 5:7-8, DSSSE) but entertained illicit sexual relationships, including incest (more 
narrowly defined by the sectarians than among other Jewish groups). Not only that, they 
refused to accept God’s laws and statutes, speaking ‘slanderously against the statutes of 
God’s covenant’ (לא תירב יקוח לע הפ וחתפ םיפודג ןושלבו), considering them to be ‘without 
basis’ and an ‘abomination’ (̇הב̇עותו ונוכנ אל רמאל; CD 5:12, my translation). Here the writer 
moves ‘from specific to general’ accusations against his opponents, and even quotes their 
words (Wacholder 2007:208), but the exact meaning of the statement is somewhat 
obscure. What is the covenant here referred to? The context indicates a particular 
interpretation of some of the Levitical laws (CD 5:7-8), and hence the Mosaic covenant. 
But did the writer’s opponents literally reject the Mosaic covenant (if this is what is meant 
by covenant)? That seems unlikely. The problem between the sectarians and their enemies 
                                                                                                                                                 
no longer join the community of the covenant.’ The whole line is rather difficult to understand. Some scholars think 
they comprise the end of what has just been said, but I think that Tromp’s suggestion that 4:10b actually is the start 
of the next section makes more sense (Tromp 2007:230). 
402 Davies (1995:135) notes that the ‘wall’ is one of the boundaries the community described in CD uses to distinguish 
itself from the outside world, or, more precisely, ‘false Israel.’ He says that this is ‘apparently a wall separating 
those to be saved, inside the sect, and those to be annihilated, outside it’ (Davies 1995:135). Even more trenchant is 
the description ‘builders of the wall,’ which he thinks may be derived from Ezekiel 13:10 and ‘which appears in 
4:19 and recurs in 19:24-25 and 8:18 (= 19:31)’ (Davies 1995:135). He observes that this wall (or boundary) ‘was 




was not the Torah itself, but its interpretation and thus application or halakhah (cf. Davies 
1982a:109). Therefore it is more probable that the issue here too is the sectarian 
interpretation of the Mosaic covenant (Murphy-O’Connor 1970:222; Davies 1982a:117; 
Wacholder 2007:210). Obviously this applied first of all to the regulations just listed in CD 
5:6-11, but the quotation implies that these are just some examples where the sectarians 
differ from their opponents. Davies (1982a:117) more narrowly defines the covenant here 
as that of the sectarians, saying that it is ‘more likely that the word תירב would be reserved 
for the community’s covenant, since in its view no other covenant remained valid, and 
certainly not for those outside the community.’ I would, however, still prefer the view that 
it is the interpretation of the Mosaic covenant that is at stake,403 though perhaps the 
difference is more apparent than real.  
The writer continues to castigate the enemies of his sect by declaring that anyone 
who keeps in contact with them is ‘unclean’ (CD 5:13-15; quoting Is 50:11; 59:5). 
Moreover, those outside his own community are men without insight (CD 5:16-17, cf. Is 
27:11) who are compared to ‘Jannes and his brother’ (cf. Ex 7:11-12; Wacholder 
2007:212) who stood up against Moses and Aaron who in turn arose ‘by the hand of the 
prince of lights’ during the exodus from Egypt (CD 5:18-19, DSSSE).  
The writer then continues to note that later ‘boundary shifters’404 arose and led 
Israel astray (by false prophecies) and into rebellion against God (CD 5:20-21), with the 
result that the ‘land became desolate’ because of their rebellion against God’s 
commandments which they had received ‘through the hand of Moses and also of the holy 
anointed ones’ (CD 5:21-6:1, DSSSE). Though there may have been an initial allusion to 
the opposition of the ten spies against Caleb, Joshua and Moses at Kadesh Barnea (cf. 
Wacholder 2007:213), the ‘desolate land’ theme seems to refer to the time of the exile (and 
indeed the writer’s own time405). Prior to the exile Judah was also beset by false prophets 
(cf. Jr 23; 28).406  
                                                 
403 Shemesh & Werman (1998:423) argue similarly. They point out that the ‘derogatory expression םיפודג ןושל 
[blasphemous/slanderous language; CD 5:11-12] … used by the sect to denote flagrant transgression of the revealed 
law, is derived from Num 15:30-31’ and that as far as the sectarians are concerned their opponents ‘sin by defiantly 
interpreting the Torah’s revealed commandments with “smooth words.” In so doing, they spurn God and violate his 
commandments.’ 
404 Perhaps this was a sobriquet for the Pharisees (Wacholder 2007:213); the text alludes to Deuteronomy 19:14 
(Wacholder 2007:213). 
405 Wacholder (2007:215) rightly observes that there is a constant intermingling of the past, present and future in CD, 
and that the examples from past history simply function as a warning to the writer’s generation of divine retribution 
to come. Thus history becomes a ‘blueprint for the םימיה תירחא “end of days”’ (Wacholder 2007:215). 
406 Wacholder (2007:213-214) however thinks that the reference is to the 40-year wilderness wanderings that followed 
Israel’s refusal to go up into Canaan when God told them to. This is possible, but I believe that the writer is more 
likely to apply this to the Babylonian exile. The connection a few lines later to Leviticus 26 seems to substantiate 
this view.  
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Despite the continued apostasy of the people at large, the writer asserts that ‘God 
remembered the covenant of the forefathers’ (or ‘remembered the former covenant,’  רכזיו
םינשאר תירב לא; CD 6:2; parallel 4Q266s 3ii:10, DSSEL, reconstructed; 4Q267 2:5407). 
Though this is apparently again a reference to the Abrahamic covenant, the following 
words make it clear that the Sinai covenant is also included. In fact, the reference to Aaron 
in the following text may even indicate an oblique reference to the priestly covenant: God 
‘raised from Aaron men of knowledge and from Israel wise men, and made them listen’ 
(6:2-3, DSSSE), i.e. men who taught the truth (CD 5:20-6:4). This is in accordance with 
the promise in Leviticus 26:45 where God threatened that he would chastise Israel for their 
iniquities, but would not completely destroy them even in the severest punishment. On the 
contrary, he would ultimately remember his covenant with their forefathers ( תי ִ֣רְבּ ם ֶ֖הָל י ִ֥תְּרַָכזְו
םיִֹ֑נשׁאִר), that he was their God and (by implication) they his people (Lv 26:45 BHS), a 
notion that is also reminiscent of the HB’s remnant theme.  
The reference in CD 6:2-4 is apparently to the faithful men of the predecessors of 
the writer’s own community, those who ‘left the land of Judah and lived in the land of 
Damascus’ (6:5, DSSSE). The expression ‘men of knowledge’ in CD 6:2 may be ‘an 
allusion to Deut. 1.13408 (cf. Jas 3.13),’ and ‘He caused them to hear’409 to Deuteronomy 
30:12 (Evans 2003:61). If this is so, ‘the linkage between the Community of the Renewed 
Covenant and Israel’s biblical past’ is strengthened, and ‘the status of the founders of the 
Renewed Covenant’ is enhanced (Evans 2003:61). This conforms to the view that the 
Damascus covenant is based on Deuteronomy (cf. Hultgren 2007:88). 
In CD 6:3-4 the writer quotes from Numbers 21:18, ‘A well which the princes dug, 
which the nobles of the people dug with a staff’ (my translation). This he continues to 
explain in pesher-like fashion (cf. Wacholder 2007:217): ‘The well is the law. And those 
who dug it are the converts of Israel who left the land of Judah and lived in the land of 
Damascus’ (CD 6:4-5).410 Because they sought God (והושרד), God called them ‘princes’ 
(םירש; CD 6:6). The ‘staff’ is identified with ‘the interpreter of the law’ (הרותה שרוד; CD 
6:7) and is compared to a ‘tool’ (ילכ) used by God (cf. Is 54:16, as adapted by the writer). 
                                                 
407 See also 4Q269 4i:3. This text is, however, very poorly preserved. According to DSSEL there are only three words, 
one in each of the three lines of the fragment. The rest of the text, including the occurrence of תירב, has been 
reconstructed by the editor(s).  
408 This text reads, ‘Choose for yourselves wise and discerning and knowledgeable men from your tribes and I will set 
them over you as heads’ (my translation;  ָהֽםֶכיֵשׁאָרְבּ ם ֵ֖מיִשֲׂאַו ם ֶ֑כיֵטְבִשְׁל םי ִ֖עֻדיִו םיִֹ֛נְבנוּ םי ִ֧מָכֲח םי ִָ֨שׁנֲא םֶכ ָ֠ל וּ֣ב ). The relevant 
excerpt of CD 6:2-3 reads: ‘םעימשיו םימכח לארשימו םינובנ ןרהאמ םקיו.’  
409 DSSEL has ‘taught them.’ The exact word is םעימשיו; Deuteronomy 30:12 has ונעימשיו.  
410 Perhaps there is an allusion to Deuteronomy 1:5 in this ‘well’ (ראב) image, since there the rare verb ראב is used to 
express the idea that Moses ‘undertook to make plain this Torah (Instruction)’ (my translation;  ר ֵ֛אֵבּ ה ֶֹ֔שׁמ לי ִ֣אוֹה
תא ֹ֖ זַּה ה ָ֥רוֹתַּה־תֶא; cf. also Deuteronomy 27:8; Habakkuk 2:2, the only other occurrences where the verb ראב appears). 
The reference to ‘Damascus’ will be discussed later. 
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The ‘nobles of the people’ are likened to those who search the scriptures411 until another 
teacher (קדצ הרוי; ‘one who teaches righteousness’) will arise ‘at the end of days’ ( תירחאב
םימיה; CD 6:11).  
After a blank in the text, the writer then changes his theme. In CD 6:11-12 he 
instructs ‘those who have been brought into the covenant’412 that they must not ‘enter the 
sanctuary to light up the altar in vain’ (םנח ריאהל שדקמה לא אוב יתלבל תירבב ואבוה רשא לכו; 
(cf. 4Q266 3ii:18, DSSEL, partly reconstructed). Here the reference to ‘covenant’ applies 
to the writer’s own contemporaries (תירבב ואבוה; cf. the expression תירבב יאב). He quotes 
Malachi 1:10413 and exhorts his contemporaries (CD 6:11ff) to follow this injunction by 
Malachi. They must imitate those who refuse to offer anything below standard to God by 
making sure they follow the ‘exact interpretation of the law’ (הרותה רושפכ; DSSSE, CD 
6:14), and they must keep themselves separate from those among their fellow Israelites 
who do not adhere to their strict interpretation of it.  
Next a list of vices to be avoided (CD 6:14-18) is given, followed by the injunction 
to keep the Sabbath as well as other feast and fast days ‘according to its exact 
interpretation, ... according to what was discovered by those who entered the new covenant 
in the land of Damascus’ (CD 6:18-19; cf. 4Q266 3ii:25, which is reconstructed in 
DSSEL). The expression קשמד ץראב השדחה תירבה יאב, will be considered in more detail 
below.414 Suffice it to say here that the writer is obviously referring to a group of people 
preceding him and his community. The writer’s community are their successors with the 
same aim of following the law according to a very strict interpretation. In CD 6:20-7:4 the 
writer continues with his exhortation to keep specific aspects of the law (in particular how 
                                                 
411 The writer continues to use the language of the Numbers quotation. He says they ‘dig the well with the staves that 
the sceptre decreed,’ קקוחמה קקח רשא תוקקוחמב ראבה תא תורכל (DSSSE, CD 6:9; lit. ‘they cut the well with the decrees 
which have been decreed by the one who decrees’), with a neat pun on the root קקח. Cf. n. 496 below. 
412  תירבב ואבוה = Hoph pf 3mp אוב. Murphy-O’Connor (1971b:554, 556) prefers the translation ‘agreement’ instead of 
‘covenant’ here ‘to avoid giving a false impression’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1971b:554) concerning what the covenant 
here entails, i.e. something that is not to be done. However, Fitzmyer’s translation (‘And all who have been brought 
into the covenant, (agreeing) not to come to the sanctuary…;’ Fitzmyer 1961:311) is to be preferred since, as 
Murphy-O’Connor (1971b:554) himself agrees, it ‘preserves the pregnant sense of תירב’ in the context. 
413 Malachi (1:10-14, esp. v. 10) reprimands his contemporaries for offering defective sacrifices and spurning Yahweh, 
to whom they should be offering the best of the flock. He goes on to say that someone should shut the gates of the 
temple so that such useless offerings will no longer be sacrificed as they do not please Yahweh at all ( ר ֹ֣ גְִּסיְו ֙םֶכָבּ־ַםג י ִ֤מ
םָ֑נִּח י ִ֖חְְבּזִמ וּרי ִ֥אָת־אֽלְֹו ִםי ַ֔תָלְדּ). 
414 Hultgren (2007) discusses this term at length and his work will be considered in some detail.  
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to deal with fellow human beings, but religious rituals are also mentioned415), some of 
which are reminiscent of the miscellaneous instructions set out in Leviticus 19.416  
To those who live thus in ‘perfect holiness’ and according to the whole admonition 
or instruction given, ‘God’s covenant is faithfulness/an assurance417 to them for life for a 
thousand generations’ (CD 7:5-6; רוד ףלא םתויחל םהל 418תונמאנ לא תירב, my translation, but 
cf. Schwartz & Baumgarten 1995:25; cf. also CD 14:2; 19:1). Here the writer seems to 
indicate that the covenant previously given (presumably both the covenant with the 
forefathers – Abraham, Isaac and Jacob – and the Sinai covenant are in view) is applicable 
to his own contemporaries, but its blessings are only for those who live according to its 
rules (as interpreted by the writer’s community). The idea is obviously that God will deal 
faithfully with those who are faithful to him. In the MT the root ןמא does not occur often 
with תירב, and never in the precise sense that is used here in CD. The most important 
scripture containing both תירב and the root ןמא (though not together as in CD 7:5-6) is 
Deuteronomy 7:9:419 ‘Know therefore that the LORD your God, He is God, the faithful God 
(  ָמֱֶאֽנַּה לֵאָהן ), who keeps His covenant (תירב) and His lovingkindness to a thousandth 
generation ( דּ ףֶלֶאְלרוֹ ) with those who love Him and keep His commandments’ (NASB). 
Though the exact wording of the two texts is different, we find in both the ideas of 
covenant, faithfulness and the promise for a thousand generations420 for faithful 
believers.421 Another likely allusion is to Joshua 9:15 where a covenant is made with the 
Gibeonites ‘to let them live’ (םָתוֹיַּחְל תיִרְבּ םֶהָל ֹתרְִכיַּו; cf. Wacholder 2007:234). 
The rest of CD 7 deals with instructions for community members who are married 
and have families (‘those who reside in camps,’ line 6), and the consequences threatened 
to those who commit apostasy. The column includes a midrash on Isaiah 7:17 and Amos 
                                                 
415 For example, CD 7:2-3 enjoins the members of the writer’s community not to bear grudges against each other, but 
rather to confront each other immediately if there is reason to do so. Then an interesting instruction is given, namely 
to ‘keep apart from every uncleanness according to their regulations, without anyone defiling his holy spirit, 
according to what God kept apart for them’ (CD 7:3-4, DSSSE). The context indicates that the ‘spirit’ of each 
community member is in view, not the Holy Spirit. 
416 E.g. Leviticus 19:18, ךָוֹמָכּ ךֲָעֵרְל ָתְּבַֽהָאְו, ‘You shall love your neighbour as yourself’ (cf. Wacholder 2007:230). The 
writer also quotes from Isaiah 10:2. 
417 So with Clines (2009:255 = CDCH), who gives the glosses ‘trustworthiness, assurance’ for תוּנָמֱֶאנ, and Baumgarten 
& Schwartz (1995:25).  
418 Wacholder (2007:40) suggests the emendation of תונמאנ to תנמאנ, in accordance with CD 14:2, which uses exactly 
the same phrase, and which he emends in accordance with 4Q267 9v:4 (תנ̇̇מאנ לא תירב; cf. Wacholder 2007:234). 
However, the text makes sense as it stands. 
419 Part of this text is actually quoted in CD 19:1-2, which is parallel to CD 7:6. Since CD 19:1-7a more or less 
reproduce CD 7:5-10a, it is reasonable to assume that CD 7:5-6 is also based on Deuteronomy 7:9 (cf. Baumgarten 
& Schwartz 1995:25, n. 66; Wacholder 2007:234). 
420 Whether or not this is a reference to eternal life is debated. Collins (2007b:39-40) thinks so (also based on CD 
3:20), but notes that the thought is not developed in CD (Collins 2007b:40). Wacholder (2007:234) on the other 
hand suggests it is merely a reference to a long life span. I think that Collins is more likely to be right, especially 
because of CD 3:20.  
421 Another text, Psalm 89:29 (MT) is perhaps closer in actual syntax to CD, but the general meaning in CD is closer to 
Deuteronomy. In Psalm 89:29 God promises David that ‘my covenant shall be confirmed to him’ (NASB, Ps 89:28; 
MT v. 29, וֹל ֶתנֶמֱֶאנ יִתיִרְבוּ).  
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5:26-27, as well as on Numbers 24:17, all to substantiate the writer’s view that severe 
punishment will befall apostates from the community.422 Interpreting Numbers 24:17, the 
writer notes that ‘The sceptre is the prince of the whole congregation and when he rises he 
will destroy all the sons of Seth. These (i.e. apparently the sons of Seth) escaped at the 
time of the first visitation while the renegades were delivered up to the sword. Thus will be 
the judgment of all those entering his covenant (ותירב יאב לכ טפשׁמ) but who do not remain 
steadfast in them’ (CD 7:20-8:2, DSSSE; cf. 4Q266 3iii:24,423 DSSEL). Though the details 
are rather obscure,424 the general sense is clear. The writer tells his readers that those who 
join his community but fail to remain faithful to their covenant obligations will face 
‘destruction by Belial’ (CD 8:2), though in actual fact it is God’s judgment that befalls 
them (CD 8:2-3; cf. also Falk 2011:263).425 In other words, the covenant here is that of the 
writer’s community, though of course it is based on a very strict interpretation of the 
Mosaic laws. Just as Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 outline covenant blessings to Israel 
if they obey God and curses if they fail to do so, so the writer of CD includes promises and 
warnings for the members (and would-be members) of his community.426  
The next few lines list some of sins that are being committed by the apostates, such 
as treason, fornication, greed and holding grudges (CD 8:3-7). Instead of keeping separate 
from outsiders, they continued to live by their ‘wicked customs’ (CD 8:8-9, DSSEL), 
which are likened to ‘serpent’s venom and cruel poison of asps’ (CD 8:9-10, quoting from 
and interpreting Dt 32:33).427 But despite the fact that some of the members of his 
community became apostate, God nevertheless kept a faithful remnant among the rest, 
                                                 
422 There has been some discussion on whether or not part of CD 7:9b-8:2a is an interpolation and why this section 
differs from the parallel in CD 19:5b-14. The arguments are too intricate to discuss here in detail and do not 
influence my argument (see Rabin 1958:viii; Murphy-O’Connor 1971c:379-386; Knibb 1991:243-248 for different 
positions). However, I do not agree with Knibb (1991:244-245) that the Amos-Numbers midrash is ‘out of place’ in 
the present context because ‘it is not really concerned with the theme of future punishment, but with the settlement 
of the community it describes in ‘Damascus’, and with the coming of ‘the interpreter of the law’ and ‘the prince of 
the whole congregation.’ HALOT suggests that תֵשׁ in Numbers 24:17 should read תֵשׂ, from תֵאשׂ, ‘uprising,’ which 
would give the sense ‘sons of uprising,’ i.e. people who rebel, presumably against God. If this is the case, then all 
these texts indeed have something to do with punishment for all who fail to keep God’s covenant. Even though the 
writer’s association with the first part of Numbers 24:17 is first of all to the prophecy about the ‘star’ which will 
come up from Jacob, which gives him an opportunity to speak about the coming messiah, he still points out that this 
coming messiah will ‘shatter all the sons of Sheth’, i.e. punish rebels. The ‘first period of God’s judgment’ (CD 
7:21) where such rebels were destroyed may then possibly refer to the destruction of the first exodus generation in 
the wilderness, or perhaps more likely to the exile in Babylon, but this is conjecture. 
423 Most of the letters of ותירבב are visible, at least to a certain extent: בב are certain, ר is probable, ות are possible and י 
is in square brackets and thus reconstructed. 
424 What is meant by the ‘sons of Seth’ (or Sheth, DSSEL)? In what way did they ‘escape in the first period of God’s 
judgment’? See above note 422. 
425 לא דקפי רשא םויה אוה לעילב דיב הלכל םדקופל; ‘their judgment is complete annihilation by the hand of Belial, that is the 
day on which God will judge’ (my translation). 
426 Cf. Shemesh (2002:57) who rightly notes that the ‘author is referring to persons who had already accepted the 
covenant but failed to adhere to the laws.’ 
427 It is interesting that in this context the writer identifies the ‘cruel poison of asps’ with the ‘king of Yavan,’ i.e. 
Greece (CD 8:11), which appears to indicate that at least this part of CD was a reaction to the Hellenizing influence 
of the Maccabean era. Wacholder (2007:242-243) however thinks that the ‘king of Yavan’ here refers to Alexander 
the Great and the change from Persian to Greek rule in the ANE. In my opinion this is less likely since the extremely 
negative picture of Greek rule only came to the fore during the Maccabean era.  
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including our writer. Quoting Deuteronomy 9:5 and 7:8 (CD 8:14-15), the writer is 
convinced that it was only because of God’s grace and covenant faithfulness that this 
remnant remained. He continues: ‘on account of God’s love for the forefathers who 
(testified) following him, he loves those who come after them, because to them belongs the 
fathers’ covenant’ (CD 8:16-18, DSSSE:  בהא וירחא (ודיעיה) וריעיה רשא םינשארה תא לא תבהאב
תובאה תירב םהל יכ םהירחא םיאבה תא).  
The phrase ‘covenant of the Fathers’ (CD 8:18a; תובאה תירב) also occurs in 
Deuteronomy 4:31428 and Malachi 2:10.429 CD 8:18 is closer to Deuteronomy 4:31. Similar 
ideas are also present elsewhere in Deuteronomy (e.g. 7:12; 8:18) and Jeremiah (31:32; 
34:13), though the wording there is slightly different. The reference seems to be to the 
exodus from Egypt as a realization of the covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. 
Therefore it is reasonable to assume that in CD 8:18 the writer refers back to the same 
events, but, as Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:17, n. 24) note, the covenant of the fathers 
now only applies to the members of the sect since they are the only ones who are still 
keeping it faithfully (cf. also Wacholder 2007:243).430  
The column concludes with another promise that those who remain faithful among 
‘all the men who entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’431 (CD 8:21, DSSEL) 
will be rewarded with their life, like Baruch, Jeremiah’s servant, but those who become 
apostates will be judged, just as happened to Gehazi, Elisha’s servant.432  
 
                                                 
428 ‘And he (i.e. God) will not forget the covenant of your fathers which he swore to them’ (my translation;  ךָ ֶ֑תיִחְַשׁי א֣לְֹו
ֽםֶהָל ע ַ֖בְִּשׁנ ר ֶ֥שֲׁא ךָי ֶֹ֔תבֲא תי ִ֣רְבּ־תֶא ֙חַכְִּשׁי א֤לְֹו). 
429 ‘Why do we deal treacherously against each other and so profane the covenant of our fathers?’ (my translation; ַעוּ֗דַּמ
וּנֽיֵֹתבֲא תי ִ֥רְבּ ל ֵ֖לַּחְל וי ִ֔חאְָבּ שׁי ִ֣א ֙דַגְִּבנ). 
430 Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:216) points out that the phrase תובאה תירב also occurs in 1 Maccabees 2:20. He argues 
that the Sitz im Leben of CD 8:3-18 is probably the time when the (in the opinion of the Qumran community) 
legitimate High Priest was driven from office by Jonathan Maccabaeus and persecuted ‘mercilessly’ (Murphy-
O’Connor 1972b:215-216). Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:216) suggests that ‘He was the Teacher of Righteousness to 
his circle, and naturally his language influenced them in their chagrined tirade against those on whom they had 
counted for support in the reform. This group appropriated to itself the rallying cry of the Maccabees “the covenant 
of the Fathers”, and characterised the descendants of Mattathias in terms evocative of those he used in raising the 
rebellion.’ He adds that this group ‘eventually left the Holy City to take refuge at Qumran’ where the document that 
was written at that time became later ‘incorporated into the compilation that is now the admonitory section of CD’ 
and used to admonish ‘members of the community tempted to withdraw their loyalty’ (Murphy-O’Connor 
1972b:216). 
431 CD 8 in fact breaks off in the middle of a sentence, after the phrase ‘all the men who entered the new covenant in 
the land of Damascus’ (CD 8:21). I have included it in my interpretation since it appears that the writer does indeed 
refer to his own community. 
432 This interpretation is indebted to Wacholder (2007:243-244). The whole section and the expression ‘all the men 
who entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ will be discussed in detail later.  
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3.2.2.7 CD 15-16 
According to scholarly consensus, CD 15-16 should follow CD 8 (so also the arrangement 
in DSSSE, but not DSSEL).433 CD 15 starts with the injunction that oaths must not be 
made by the names or titles of God (לא and ינדא) but ‘by the oath of the youth, by the 
curses of the covenant’ (CD 15:1-2, DSSSE, תירבה תולאב 434 ̇ם̇י̇̇נבה תעובש םא). The mention 
of ‘curses’ is reminiscent of Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28, i.e. the Sinai covenant, 
though interestingly the word הלא is not mentioned in these chapters. Rather, Deuteronomy 
28 uses הללק, whereas Leviticus 26 circumscribes the word by simply listing the types of 
disasters that will befall the Israelites if they do not follow God’s commandments. 
Deuteronomy 29 however uses הלא in connection with the covenant made with the 
Israelites on the plain of Moab, on the brink of entry into Canaan. The chapter uses the 
word both simply for ‘oath’ as well as more specifically for ‘curse.’435 In the present 
context the writer obviously has in mind an oath that, if broken, would lead to a curse on 
the covenant breaker. 
Why the injunction not to swear by the names or titles of God but by the ‘oath of 
youth’ is given in CD 15:1-3 is not clear. Perhaps there was a debate about the 
pronunciation of the name of Yahweh in oath formulae which some Jews may still have 
thought possible. The writer however extends the prohibition even to the words ‘God’ and 
‘Lord,’ and continues to observe that not even the law should be mentioned in oath 
formulae because it contains the full name of God.436 A person who has sworn by the 
                                                 
433 Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995) insert columns 19-20 from manuscript B after column 8 and before columns 15-16 
of manuscript A. I follow the arrangement in DSSSE.  
434 This word is difficult. Schechter (1910:54) had originally reconstructed [תיר]בה תעובש, ‘oath of the covenant,’ but 
this has not been followed by other scholars. Ginzberg (1912:671) reads הבותכה העובש ‘the oath that is written,’ in 
accordance with Deuteronomy 29:20 and 2 Chronicles 34:24. DSSSE translates the phrase ̇̇ם̇ינ̇בה תעובש ‘oath of the 
youths’ (reading םִינָבַּה); DSSEL Hebrew reads ̇̇ם̇ינ̇בה תעובש but translates ‘oath of those who enter’ (reading in 
effect םיִֹאבַּה, as do Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:36-37; the dots above םינב indicate the doubtful nature of these 
letters). Wacholder (2007:307) adopts the reading ‘oath of youths’ and suggests that though the exact meaning is 
unclear, it may refer to a father annulling oaths of his children or the vows of children during the distribution of an 
inheritance. Ultimately, however, he prefers the interpretation adopted here, namely that it refers to youths entering 
into the sectarian covenant community (Wacholder 2007:307).  
435 Cf. the definitions in HALOT. It is interesting that the word only occurs 34 times in the OT, which the NASB 
translates ‘oath’ thirteen times, including twice in Deuteronomy 29; all other occurrences are translated ‘curse.’ All 
six occurrences in Deuteronomy appear in chapters 29 (5x) and 30 (1x), and are twice translated ‘oath’ (Dt 29:12, 
14) and four times ‘curse.’  
  The DSS only use the word fourteen times, of which four appear in CD (plus four more in cave 4 fragments 
of CD), two in 1QS, one in 4Q390 (4QapocrJer) and the other three in very small fragments of only one or two or 
four words in the respective line (word search conducted by me on DSSEL). As for CD 15, Wacholder (2007:307-
308) similarly suggests that the meaning of תירבה תולא is probably the same as ותירב תולא in CD 1:17 and refers to 
the covenant curses of Deuteronomy 29:20 and 27:13-26. 
436 Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:37, n. 126) remark that ‘The thrust of this law is to ban oaths by any divine name or 
by the torah, which has the divine name in it. Obligatory oaths are to be by the curses of the covenant only. This 
would explain Josephus’ report that the Essenes do not swear, yet pronounce “tremendous oaths” upon admission to 
membership (War 2. 139).’ Schechter (1910:54), XIX n. 3 remarks that this is contra the Samaritans who did allow 
oaths by the Tetragrammaton. Perhaps it was to counteract such permissiveness that the sectarians made the law 
even stricter. Dupont-Sommer (1962:160, n. 3) rightly points out the parallel to Jesus’ prohibition of oaths in 
Matthew 5:34-36. Wacholder (2007:308) believes that oaths in the name of the Tetragrammaton were to be 
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‘curses [or oaths] of the covenant’ (CD 15:3, DSSSE, [ועי]בשי תירבה תולאב םאו) and is 
found guilty of transgressing must make full confession and restitution in order to be 
forgiven (CD 15:3-4). It is uncertain whether covenant here refers to the sectarian’s 
commitment to keep the Mosaic law, or to that law generally. In the context, the former is 
more likely since there is a prohibition on the mention of the law as well. In particular, it 
seems to refer to the vows of new entrants into the community (cf. CD 15:5-6; Wacholder 
2007:307).  
The writer then gives instructions to community members (lit. ‘those who enter the 
covenant,’ CD 15:5, תירבב אבהו) who are married and have children (CD 15:5ff). 
Apparently it is expected that when the sons [children?] come of age,437 they are 
introduced into the community by having imposed upon them ‘the oath of the covenant’ 
(DSSSE, CD 15:6, תירבה תעובשב),438 thus going ‘over to the enrolled’ (DSSSE, CD 15:6, 
םידוקפה לע רובעל). Covenant here obviously refers to the community’s commitment to the 
Mosaic law as interpreted by them. The writer continues to note that outsiders ( ̇בשה לכל
התחשנה וכרדמ, ‘all those who turn from their corrupt ways,’ CD 15:7, my translation) who 
wish to join the community will be accepted on the same basis: after having been 
examined by the רקבמ as to their suitability, they ‘shall enrol him with the oath of the 
covenant which Moses established with Israel, the covenant to rev[ert to] the law of Moses 
with the whole heart and [with] the who[le] soul’ (DSSSE, CD 15:8-10,  תעובשב והודקפי
שפנ [ל]כ[ב]ו בל לכב השמ תרות לא [בו]של תירבה תא לארשי םע השמ תרכ רשא תירבה).439 In other 
words, the entry procedure is the same for those who have grown up in the system as for 
those who want to join the community from outside; one does not become a member 
automatically just because one has grown up in the community (cf. García Martínez 
2007:198-199). When youngsters come of age, they must swear the same oath and 
voluntarily submit to the rules as new members from outside must do.440 Here the writer 
sees himself as well as the community he belongs to as the heirs of the Mosaic covenant, 
whose stipulations they have sworn to keep strictly. Thus though ‘those who enter the 
covenant’ are community members adhering to the community rules, these rules are at the 
same time those of the covenant of Moses (i.e. the Sinai covenant), as interpreted by them. 
                                                                                                                                                 
restricted to the oath by entrants into the sect’s covenant, rather than generally used in business transactions. This is 
possible.  
437 Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:39, n. 128) remark that this happened at the age of 20, which ‘was also the time for 
the one-time payment of the half-shekel (4QOrda,b).’ It is not clear whether םינב is to be taken narrowly as ‘sons’ or 
more generally as ‘children,’ which would include daughters. In view of CD 16:6-10 it would appear that the word 
is general in nature. 
438 4Q270 6i:20-21 are parallel. However, in each line only one word is readable; everything else has been 
reconstructed by the editor(s).  
439 4Q271 4i:11-12 are parallel. The text is extremely fragmentary. Only one letter or at most one word is readable in 
each line; everything else has been reconstructed.  
440 Contra Nitzan (2010a:106) who assumes that since the children had been raised in the community they probably did 
not need to take the oath, unlike outsiders wishing to join. In my opinion, the present text precludes this position. 
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Grossman (2002:164) rightly observes that the language of CD 15:8-10 indicates that ‘This 
covenant of return … is, at once, the special possession of the community described in the 
text and also fundamentally tied to the Sinai experience of the people of Israel’ (cf. also 
Holtz 2009:38-39). In this context the word for ‘oath’ is not הלא (which also carries the 
connotation of ‘curse’ in certain circumstances) but העובש.441 The idea behind the word 
seems to be a binding oath, a commitment to follow through on that which is promised.442  
The remainder of column 15 is given to instructions regarding new-comers who 
want to enter the community, how this must happen and who may or may not join: 
excluded are, for example, all who have a physical or mental defect  (CD 15:15-17). This 
is interesting as in the HB priests with physical or mental defects were not permitted to 
serve in the sanctuary (Lv 21:17-23), though they were still allowed to eat from the sacred 
food.443 It appears that the writer considers himself and the members of his community as 
true priests, a notion that appears also in the NT (1 Pt 2:5).  
CD 15:18-20 are not preserved, but 4Q271 (4QDf) 4ii:1-3 fills in some of the 
missing words. The writer says that ‘He (presumably God) will make a covenant [with the 
house of Israel and the house of Judah,]444 and concerning [this?] coven[ant he spoke to 
Moses,] saying: “[In] accordance with these wo[rd]s I have made a covenant with you and 
with Israel”’ (DSSEL). The words in italics are quoted from Exodus 34:27, ‘ םי ִ֣רָבְדַּה י ִ֣פּ־לַע
ֽלֵאָרְִשׂי־תֶאְו תי ִ֖רְבּ ֛ךָ ְתִּא יִתּ ַ֧רָכּ הֶלּ ֵ֗אָה.’ CD uses the preposition םע instead of תא and the verb is 
2mp instead of 2ms, i.e. לארשי םעו תירב םכמע, but the sense is the same as in Exodus. CD 
16:1 takes up these last words, but adds ‘all’: ‘with you a covenant and with all Israel’ (CD 
16:1, DSSSE, לארשי לכ םעו תירב םכמע). The text continues to note that those who promise to 
return and abide by Moses’ commandments will no longer be bothered by the ‘angel 
Mastema’ (DSSSE, CD 15:5) or ‘the angel of Obstruction’ (DSSEL; 4Q271 4ii continues 
to be parallel at this point), provided ‘he keeps his word’ (וירבד תא םיקי םא; CD 16:6).445 As 
an example of someone who did ‘keep his word’ as soon as he was aware of God’s 
requirements of him the writer cites Abraham, who got circumcised ‘on the day he gained 
                                                 
441 The word occurs thirty times in the HB. NASB translates it twenty-eight times ‘oath,’ and once each ‘curse’ (Is 
65:15) and ‘chastisement’ (Hb 3:9). 
442 Wacholder (2007:316) rightly observes that the main idea behind CD 15:6-16:6a is an echo of Deuteronomy 6:5 
(‘You shall love the LORD your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might;’ NASB). 
443 Sacrificial animals too had to be without any defect (Lv 22:19-20). 
444 Wacholder (2007:313) argues for a connection between the Mosaic covenant and the new covenant of Jeremiah 
31:31-34 here because of the words ‘with Israel and with Judah.’ Hultgren (2007:113-114) also speaks of ‘a certain 
interchangeability of the terms “covenant” and “new covenant”’ in this passage (the quote is from Hultgren 
2007:113). Since the ‘new covenant’ seems to simply mean the correct interpretation of the Mosaic covenant (cf. 
Hultgren 2007:113), this is correct.    
445 Kister (1999:172) even suggests that ‘joining the sect is … an act of expulsion of evil spirits,’ and (rightly) points 
out that in Christianity a similar concept applies. The Christian, through baptism, is united to the death and 
resurrection of Christ, and therefore is no longer under the dominion of sin (Ro 6) or a slave ‘to the elementary 
principles of this world’ (Col 2:20; cf. Gal 4:3) and should therefore live accordingly (cf. Ro 6; Kister 1999:176).  
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true knowledge’ (CD 16:6; DSSEL; ותעד םויב).446 The reference is to the covenant with 
Abraham in Genesis 17 where God confirmed the covenant with Abraham made in 
Genesis 15, and commanded as a sign of this covenant the circumcision of all males (Gn 
17:10ff). At the beginning of the chapter, before giving his promises to him, God told 
Abraham to ‘walk before him and be perfect’ (Gn 17:1; םֽיִמָת ֥הֵיְהֶו י ַ֖נָפְל ךְֵ֥לַּהְתִה), a phrase that 
is repeated almost verbatim in 1QS 1:8 (םימת וינפל כלהתהלו; ‘walk perfectly before him;’ cf. 
1QSb 5:22) where it describes the community’s purpose. Similar phraseology is found also 
at CD 2:15-16, which also enjoins the members of the community to ‘walk perfectly in all 
his [i.e. God’s] ways’ (ויכרד לכב םימת כלהתהל). 
In the remainder of CD 16 the writer speaks about the importance of keeping the 
oath to strictly adhere to the Mosaic law and to refuse to break it even to the point of death 
(CD 15:6-9, cf. 4Q271 4ii:8-10, after referring to Dt 23:24 רומשׁת ךיתקש אצומ).447 This rule 
also applies to women whose husbands or fathers must annul their wives’ (or daughters’) 
vows if they violated the covenant (CD 15:12-12, DSSSE, תירב רובעל םא; cf. 4Q271 
4ii:12). Covenant here seems to refer both to the Sinai covenant as well as that of the 
community to keep it strictly according to their rules (cf. Grossman 2002:163-164). The 
last lines of column 16 are somewhat obscure as the text is broken. Rules are given as to 
what may be consecrated to God. It is interesting that one of the things someone might 
consecrate to God is a field (the exact regulations for this are unclear) as it is reminiscent 
of the sale of a field by Barnabas in Acts 4.  
 
3.2.2.8 CD 9-11 
CD 9:2 starts a new section dealing with interpersonal relationships, in particular where 
people have issues against each other (CD 9:2-10b); what to do with lost property when it 
is found, but the owner not known (CD 9:10c-16a); how do deal with a person possibly 
deserving the death penalty (CD 9:16b-22); and who may be a witness against someone 
who has transgressed a law (CD 9:23-10:3). In CD 9:2-3 the verb אוב occurs again with 
תירב, here in the Hiphil (pt ms) in the phrase תירב [יאבמ] ואיבמ (cf. 4Q270 6iii:16-18).448 
                                                 
446 This interpretation is indebted to Kister (1999:180) who observes that in the context of CD 16:4-6 ‘Abraham’s 
circumcision is mentioned merely because of his prompt performance of God’s commandment’ which ‘would be an 
illustration of man’s implementation of his share in the covenant that he already has with God’ (italics his). In other 
words, ‘Abraham’s circumcision is analogous to the behavior expected of a member of the sect when a new 
commandment of God comes to his knowledge’ (Kister 1999:181). The remainder of CD 16 continues to point out 
to the members of the sect how covenant faithfulness should be implemented. 
447 Cf. Schiffman (2008:560) who rightly notes that if someone had vowed to do or not do something he/she was 
obliged to abide by this vow, even if it meant risking or losing one’s life in doing so.  
448 4Q270 testifies to the fact that column 16 should precede column 9. In the text of 4Q270 6iii:17 תירבה is largely 
reconstructed as only the first letter, ה, is visible. However, the fragment is generally fairly well preserved so that the 
context is quite clear.  
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The writer states that members of his community (lit. those ‘who have been brought into 
the covenant’ DSSSE; ‘covenant member’ DSSEL) who bring a groundless ‘accusation 
against [any] fellow’ member (i.e. something that others have not witnessed also) or even 
just express anger and tell on another member before the elders of the community, act as if 
they are taking the law into their own hand and bear a grudge (cf. Lv 19:17-18, which the 
writer quotes in CD 9:7-8, though he replaces MT’s  ךֶָתיִמֲע for ךיער). The writer implicitly 
exhorts his fellows, by quoting Nahum 1:2 (CD 9:5) which states that vengeance belongs 
to God alone, to refrain from such behaviour, especially if factual evidence is lacking (cf. 
Wacholder 2007:321). The covenant here is obviously that of the sect.  
CD 10:4ff gives instructions about who may be a ‘judge’ in the community. There 
must be a ‘quorum’ (Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:45, translation of CD 10:4, also note 
151) of ten men, four of whom must be ‘from the tribe of Levi and of Aaron and six from 
Israel’ (CD 10:5).449 Furthermore, these men must be ‘learned in the book of HAGY and in 
the principles of the covenant’ (CD 10:6, DSSSE, תירבה ידוסיבו יגהה רפסב םיננובמ; cf. 4Q266 
8iii:6450), and they must be ‘between twenty-five and sixty years’ of age (CD 10:6-7). It is 
not certain what is meant by the ‘Book of Hagi,’451 but Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:45, 
n. 153) suggest it may have been ‘a collection of Torah interpretations by Qumran 
teachers,’ a suggestion taken up by Nitzan (2010a:108). This is a reasonable assumption, 
which, it seems, also applies to the term ‘principles of the covenant’ (תירבה ידוסי). The 
expression תירבה ידוסי (lit. ‘foundations of the covenant;’ CD 10:6) obviously refers to the 
regulations of the covenant of the community, i.e. their strict interpretation of the Mosaic 
law. An age restriction for the ministry of Levites is prescribed in Numbers 4:3 (30-50 
years of age) and 8:24-25 (25-50 years).452 CD has extended this period by ten years to 
sixty. In 1 Chronicles 23:24, 27 we are told that David reduced the age of entrance into 
service for Levites to 20 years (1 Chr 23:24, 27); perhaps circumstances had changed since 
the time of Moses (cf. Barker 1999:190, note on Nu 8:24). No upper age limit is given by 
the Chronicler. Similar changes in circumstances may have influenced the age restriction 
                                                 
449 This in accordance with 2 Chronicles 19:8 where ‘Levites, priests and heads of father’s households’ (NASB) were 
appointed by Jehoshaphat to constitute a ‘central court in Jerusalem’ (Hultgren 2007:214). 
450 The line is partly reconstructed. The word תירבה is reconstructed; ידוסיבו is partly reconstructed and appears with a 
probable ש rather than ס. Cf. 4Q270 6iv:17; תירבה is clearly visible. This fragment is quite well preserved so that the 
context is not in doubt.  
451 Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:45, n. 153) note that the ‘nature of the “Book of Hagi” remains uncertain, but the 
term presumably derives from the injunction to “meditate (hgh) on it (the law) day and night” (Josh 1:8, Ps 1:2).’ 
Wacholder (2007:329) agrees and suggests it may be a psalm-like work. 
452 Fleming (1990:261) suggests that the difference may indicate a five-year training period before the Levites actually 
started full service (so also NASB Study Bible note on Nu 4:3, see Barker 1999:183). 
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here in CD.453 The remainder of columns 10 and 11 deal with regulations regarding purity 
and Sabbath observance, both of which are interpreted in a very strict manner.  
 
3.2.2.9 CD 12-13 
The beginning of column 12 continues the strict regulations of the community, beginning 
with how to conduct oneself in Jerusalem, the ‘city of the temple.’ Then rules are given 
regarding someone ‘in whom the spirits of Belial dominate’ (12:2): such a person is to be 
guarded, and ‘if he is cured of it, they shall guard him for seven [more] years and 
afterwards he may enter the assembly’ (12:5-6). Next rulings are given as to how to deal 
with gentiles. No one should covet their wealth (and kill a gentile for gain), and clean 
animals must not be sold to them lest they be offered to idols (12:6-9). Neither must other 
items be sold to them, nor slaves ‘for they entered the covenant of Abraham with him’ (CD 
12:11, DSSSE; םהרבא תירב ומע אוב רשא). Perhaps these slaves had converted to Judaism (cf. 
Schiffman 2011:562).454 The reference here is apparently to Genesis 17:9-14, in particular 
verses 12-13 which refer to the circumcision of servants and slaves (cf. Wacholder 
2007:342, who notes that circumcision is part of the conversion process). By implication it 
seems such slaves were considered members of the community. Davies (1995:138) 
however thinks otherwise, as he notes that the status of slaves was ambiguous, but in his 
opinion they ‘were never to become members of the sect.’455 
Column 12 continues to detail purity regulations: clean food (i.e. what can be eaten 
and what not), and what utensils are considered clean or not. From 12:20b onwards rules 
are given to the ליכשמ (wise/understanding person) regarding life in the community. The 
community is divided like Israel in the wilderness into camps of tens, fifties, hundreds and 
thousands (13:1-2), and it is stipulated that at least one priest or Levite (who will be in 
charge) must be in each group of ten. Priests who were not yet conversant with the rules of 
the community were instructed by the רקבמ (‘overseer’, DSSEL; CD 13:5-6), and, in 
                                                 
453 However, 10:8-10 stipulates that the reason for this ruling is because ‘on account of man’s unfaithfulness his days 
were shortened, and because of God’s wrath against the inhabitants of the earth he ordered <to remove> their 
knowledge before they completed their days’ (DSSSE).  
454 Lohse (1964:286, n. 77) states that gentile slaves of Jews had to be circumcised, and that Jewish slaves could not be 
sold to pagans. 
455 So also Harrington (2008:195-196) who states that gentiles, even if they converted to Judaism as these slaves in CD 
12:11 apparently did, and ‘participated in communal meetings (CD 14:4-6),’ they nonetheless never achieved ‘full 
status’ as members. She is of course right to note that ‘the Community Rule never mentions such a category’ 
(Harrington 2008:196) but neither does it explicitly exclude the possibility. On the other hand, the Community Rule 
is even stricter on certain laws than CD, and this may be one such issue where CD and 1QS differ. 
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accordance with biblical law, a priest had to decide upon cases of leprosy (13:5-6) ‘even if 
he is a simpleton’456 (CD 13:6, DSSSE).  
CD 13:7ff outlines the duties of the רקבמ. He is the instructor of the community, 
more a father than a teacher, and caring for the members like a shepherd for his sheep. 
Though it is not explicitly stated, there seems to be an allusion to Ezekiel 34:16.457 The 
רקבמ of the community must be like the ‘good shepherd’ envisaged by Ezekiel (CD 13:7-
10). More instructions are given concerning his duties, in particular regarding newcomers 
(CD 13:11-12). He is to examine closely any newcomers to the community with regard to 
their way of life and wealth, and assign them their appropriate place. Newcomers may not 
be introduced into the community by anyone unless the רקבמ gives permission (CD 13:7-
13).  
CD 13:14 stipulates rather enigmatically that ‘those who have entered the 
covenant’ must not have any dealings with ‘sons of Dawn, except hand to hand’ (DSSSE, 
ףכל ףכ םא יכ 458רחשה ינבל ןתי לאו אשי לא תירב יאב לכמ שיאו).459 Who are these ‘sons of Dawn’? 
DSSEL interprets the phrase as ‘corrupt people’ (i.e. reading in effect תחשה ינב), whereas 
DSSSE simply translates literally. ‘From hand to hand’ is an idiomatic expression that 
does not occur in the HB and perhaps may indicate a once-off occasion or something like 
our ‘cash-up-front.’460 Hultgren (2007:294, n. 140) notes that ‘CD III,14-15 has sometimes 
been cited as a parallel to 1QS V, 16-17, allowing commerce between members of the 
covenant and the “sons of the pit” in the case of cash exchanges but not for credit or 
contract.’ But he then refers to Baumgarten (1983:81-85) who argues that these lines more 
likely regulate ‘the trade within the covenant (among the “sons of dawn”: רחשה ינב), 
requiring that they not profit commercially from each other but instead provide mutual 
help and fraternal service’ (Hultgren 2007:294, n. 140). Considering the difficulty of the 
original (as shown in the photograph published by Baumgarten 1983:Plate 9A),461 it is 
                                                 
456 DSSEL’s ‘ignorant’ is perhaps a better translation of the word יתפ here as it does not have the negative connotations 
of ‘simpleton.’  
457 Ezekiel 34:16 comes after an indictment of the leaders of Israel who did not care for the people, so that God will 
raise up a ‘good shepherd’ who will in fact do just that. It reads: ‘I will search for the lost and bring back the strays. 
I will bind up the injured and strengthen the weak, but the sleek and the strong I will destroy. I will shepherd the 
flock with justice.’ 
458 The last letter is doubtful. DSSEL has ͘ר, indicating a probable letter. Schechter (1910:53, n. 16) emends the word 
רכש to רכנ, ‘stranger,’ but since the ש seems to be clearly visible this is, I think, not justified. Some emend the word 
to תכש, ‘pit,’ e.g. Lohse (1964:95), who translates ‘Grube’; Fitzmyer (1970:22), who suggests the emendation from 
… bny hHḥr to lbny hHḥt k[y]; García Martínez (1996:43, ‘pit’). Vermes (1998:142) gives both options. 
459 This text has a parallel in 4Q267 9iv:9-11, but the text is quite fragmentary and has been restored using the present 
text in DSSEL. Each line has only three or four readable or just partly reconstructed words or expressions. Schechter 
(1910:53, n. 15 & 16) observes that CD is damaged in this line. 
460 Cf. Lohse (1964:95), who translates ‘von Hand zu Hand,’ which he explains on p. 286, n. 86, ‘mit Barzahlung.’ 
461 It seems Baumgarten (1983:82) is rather too optimistic when he states that the new photograph ‘indicates without 
doubt that the word must be read רכשה’ (italics added). Wacholder (2007:347) however agrees with him and 
interprets the line as indicating that ‘conventional trade’ using cash within the community was forbidden (only 
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hard to decide one way or another. CD 13:15b-16a regulates the basis upon which business 
transactions may be performed by members of the community, namely under the 
supervision of the רקבמ. This seems to indicate that CD 13:14-15a also deals with the same 
subject.462 Another point in favour of the interpretation that the ‘sons of Dawn’ are 
members of the community is that 4Q298 (4Qcr-A Words Maskil) 1-2i begins ‘[Word]s of 
a Maskil which he spoke to all Sons of Dawn’  (רחש ינב לוכל רבד רשא ליכשמ י[רבד]). Here 
the expression ‘sons of dawn’ is clearly a reference to an enlightened group (‘men of 
understanding’), and so it is at least possible that the reference in CD similarly is not to 
outsiders but insiders. In favour of the other view is that the ר in the phrase רחשה ינב is in 
doubt (there is a dot over it in DSSEL, which indicates a probable letter, though the 
reading has been accepted in DSSSE). Hempel (2003b:66) observes the difficulties of the 
reading of a taw instead of the visible resh, but argues that the downward stroke of the taw 
may have faded away. In her opinion, the reading ‘sons of the pit’ fits well with her 
observations on the enemies of the community that are the object of her study (Hempel 
2003b:65-66). Moreover, the phrase רחשה ינב is a hapax legomenon in CD, and the manner 
of self-designation by the community members usually includes the words ‘men’ (שיא) or 
‘neighbour’ (ער) or ‘brother’ (חא) (so Hempel 2003b:66-67). The phrase תחשה ינב is 
mentioned also at CD 6:15, and Hempel (2003b:67) believes that the covenant context of 
the phrase in CD 13 is in opposition to the ‘pit’ terminology; therefore she prefers the 
reading תחשה ינב. However, this is a debatable issue. As already pointed out, the context 
makes it at least possible that the phrase points to insiders and therefore I believe that the 
reading רחשה ינב may be upheld and the reference is to insiders, but one cannot be 
dogmatic. 
The last few lines of CD 13 are rather fragmentary (see Baumgarten & Schwartz 
1995:55), but they apparently conclude with a quotation from Isaiah 7:17, which continues 
into line 1 of CD 14.463 The quotation comes in the wake of further instructions to the רקבמ 
on how he must conduct himself. Isaiah notes that God will bring judgment on his people, 
i.e. days ‘such as have not come since the day on which Ephraim became separated from 
Judah’ (DSSSE, 14:1). As for all those who walk ‘in these’ (presumably the law as 
interpreted by the community of the writer), ‘the covenant of God is faithful to save them 
from all the nets of the pit’ (DSSSE, 14:2;464 תחש ישקומ לכמ םליצנהל םהל תונמאנ לא תירב; 
                                                                                                                                                 
barter trade was allowed), though limited trade with outsiders is implicitly allowed. In either case, the permission of 
the supervisor must be sought first.  
462 Limited trade with outsiders and even gentiles was permitted, according to CD 12:9. 
463 DSSEL and DSSSE complete the last line of column 13 with this quotation, but Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:55) 
do not.  
464 Another parallel is found in 4Q267 9v:4; this text has the word לא in palaeo-Hebrew script. See also 4Q269 10ii:6-
8; this text is very fragmentary and much has been restored.  
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paralleled in 4Q266 9iii:19, reconstructed). Probably the reference is to the blessings of the 
covenant as outlined in Leviticus 16 and Deuteronomy 28, but this is of course only an 
assumption. In other words, those who hold fast to God’s covenant will experience God’s 
deliverance in times of danger and temptation.  
 
3.2.2.10 CD 19-20 
CD 19-20 partly overlaps with CD 7-8.465 Both sections deal in detail with members who 
have failed to continue in their commitment to the community. CD 7-8 cites from Amos, 
Numbers and Deuteronomy to substantiate the argument, whereas in CD 19-20 the writer 
quotes from Ezekiel and Hosea, as well as Numbers and Deuteronomy. In CD 19-20, the 
writer warns the members of the community of the judgment that will befall those who 
enter the community but who do not continue to keep its strict laws. Column 19 starts in 
the middle of a sentence which contains words from CD 7:5c-6a, but unlike CD 7 proceeds 
to quote Deuteronomy 7:9 before going on to outline how the rules of the community 
apply to members who live ‘in camps’ (CD 19:2b-4). CD 19:1-2 reads:  םתויחל םהל תונמאנ
רוד ףלאל יתוצמ ירמשלו (וי)בהאל דסחהו תירבה רמוש (בות)ככ תורוד יפלאל (DSSEL; ‘assurance to 
them to give them life for thousands of generations, as it is writ[ten]: “He who keeps the 
covenant and the faithfulness to those who love [him] and to those who keep my 
commandments for a thousand generations;”’ my translation in analogy to 7:5-6). If the 
same context as 7:5ff is assumed (see comments on that section), then the reference here is 
to the Sinai covenant, but obviously also includes the earlier patriarchal covenant. This is 
applied to current members of the community.  
From CD 19:5 onwards the writer addresses the issue of those members who 
‘despise the precepts and the ordinances’ (presumably of the Mosaic covenant, but 
impliedly also their strict interpretation by the writer’s community; cf. DSSSE, CD 19:5-
6). They will face severe judgment, as indicated in Zechariah 13:7,466 and only those who 
remain faithful will escape the coming judgment ‘when there comes the messiah of Aaron 
and Israel’467 (CD 19:10-11). Those who remain faithful are likened to those marked ‘with 
a tau [on] the foreheads of those who sigh and groan’ (DSSSE, CD 19:12, italics added; cf. 
                                                 
465 This is probably why Baumgarten & Schwartz have put them immediately after column 8. For exact ways in which 
the columns overlap see Baumgarten & Schwartz (1995:25, n. 65).  
466 םי ִֽרֲֹעצַּה־לַע י ִָ֖די י ִֹ֥תב ִשֲׁהַו ןא ֹ֔ צַּה ָןי ֶ֣צוּפְתוּ ֙הֶֹעֽרָה־תֶא ךְ ַ֤ה תוֹ֑אָבְצ ה ָ֣וְהי ם ְֻ֖אנ י ִ֔תיִמֲע רֶבֶ֣גּ־לַעְו ֙יִֹער־לַע י ִ֤רוּע בֶר ֶ֗ח; ‘“Awake, O sword, against 
My Shepherd, And against the man, My Associate,” Declares the LORD of hosts. Strike the Shepherd that the sheep 
may be scattered; And I will turn My hand against the little ones’ (NASB). The writer then continues to contrast ‘the 
little ones’ who receive punishment with ‘the poor of the flock’ who ‘heed God’s word.’ Dupont-Sommer 
(1962:137) translates the last phrase in CD 19:9 ‘I will turn my hand to the little ones,’ i.e. favourably (italics added; 
cf. also Davies 1982a:151). Since the preposition is על , which is more naturally translated ‘against, upon’ (in the 
negative sense), this is in my opinion less likely, and therefore I prefer the interpretation of DSSEL. 
467 This reference to the Messiah of Aaron and Israel is unique to CD 19 (manuscript B).  
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Ezk 9:4, which is quoted with slight emendations). The writer then observes that those not 
so marked would be judged by ‘the avenging sword, the vengeance of the covenant’ (my 
translation;468 CD 19:13; תירב םקנ תמקונ ברחל – a direct quotation from Lv 26:25; cf. CD 
1:17-18 above). As above in CD 1:17-18, this is a reference to the covenant curses that 
would befall Israel in case of apostasy. In the same way, the writer observes, those who 
enter the covenant [of his community] but ‘do not remain steadfast in these precepts’ ( יאב
םיקחה הלאב וקיזחי אל רשא ותירב, DSSSE CD 19:13-14) will experience the curses of the 
covenant (both those of the Sinai covenant and of the community). The text reads literally 
‘his’ (i.e. presumably God’s) covenant. The writer therefore identifies his community with 
the Sinai covenant whose commandments they have agreed to keep to the letter. He warns 
his readers of the consequences of apostasy and continues to give more warnings, now 
apparently also to leaders of the community, by citing Hosea 5:10 (CD 19:15-16).469 In 
this verse Hosea speaks about the princes of Judah (or possibly: ‘those who departed from 
Judah;’ ה ָ֔דוְּהי י ֵ֣רָשׂ) who remove boundary stones and on whom God will pour out his 
wrath.470 The idea appears to be that the members likened to the ‘princes of Judah’ 
deviated from the strict interpretation of the law as practised by the writer’s community. 
The writer explains that these people ‘entered the covenant of conversion’ ( תירבב
הבושת),471 but instead of living up to the covenant expectations they refused to turn away 
from their wicked ways and continued to live sinful lives, committing such sins as 
                                                 
468 DSSEL translates ‘the sword that makes retaliation for covenant violations.’ 
469 ֽיִת ָרְבֶע ִםי ַ֖מַּכּ ךְוֹ֥פְּשֶׁא ם ֶ֕היֵלֲע לוּ֑בְגּ י ֵ֖גיִסַּמְכּ ה ָ֔דוְּהי י ֵ֣רָשׂ ֙וּיָה (The princes of Judah have become like those who move a boundary; 
on them I will pour out My wrath like water; NASB). The quotation is exact, except for some minor spelling 
differences: MT reads גוּס instead of CD’s גוש and Mt has ֽיִתָרְבֶע, ‘my wrath,’ whereas CD reads simply ‘wrath.’  
470 Hultgren (2007:12) argues that in CD the translation of ירש should not be ‘princes’ but ‘those who departed’, which 
in his opinion makes more sense in the context, based on his belief in the unity of CD 7:9-8:12 and 19:5b-25a. In 
favour of this view is the fact that in DSSSE CD 7:12-13 both רוס (CD 7:12) and רש (CD 7:13) appear; there is 
apparently a word play on these two words (compare הדוהי לעמ םירפא רוס םוימ, CD 7:12 = Is 7:17 with  לעמ םירפא רש
הדוהי, CD 7:13), with only a hint at Hosea, since the context in CD 7 is a quotation from Isaiah 7:17. However, there 
is no such wordplay in CD 19:15; the context there is a quotation from Hosea, which is then followed by quite a 
different argument than that in CD 7. Community leaders are the subject there too, but the argument comes from 
Amos. Therefore while Hultgren may possibly be right, I think the different contexts do not quite substantiate his 
argument. 
471 This expression, which is unique to CD 19, will be treated in more detail below. The parallel text in CD 8:4 does 
not have these words. Instead of speaking about covenant, CD 8:4 speaks about the sins of the people that are so 
ingrained that they are incurable. Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:201) notes that the fourth word of the A-text, i.e. CD 
8:4, is corrupt, and the most likely reconstruction is that offered by Rabin (1958:32-33) and taken up by many 
scholars, so that the text now reads ‘“They hoped for healing, but the blemish shall cleave”’ (Murphy-O’Connor 
1972b:202). Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:201) rightly observes that the emendation fits well into the context of the 
Hosea quotation that precedes CD 8:4, but even if this was the original reading, it is still rather enigmatic (Murphy-
O’Connor 1972b:202). It is therefore likely, as Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:202) and others have assumed, that the B 
Text, i.e. CD 19:16, adapted the reading to something more comprehensible. Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:202) 
suggests that there may be an implicit warning that ‘physical sickness will be the fate of those who do not obey the 
precepts’ (cf. Lv 24:16, 21, 25).  
  White (1987:537) believes that both manuscripts of CD stem from one source. Trying to explain the 
discrepancies between them, she suggests the phrase הבושת תריב may be ‘a modernizing alteration,’ and that, since 
the A text (i.e. CD 8:4) is corrupt, the scribe of manuscript B altered the text by substituting ‘a phrase that was both 
understandable and (to him) consonant with the rest of the theology of CD (the presence of the word BRYT might 
serve this purpose)’ (White 1987:547). This is of course possible, but cannot be proven. 
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licentiousness, bearing grudges and taking revenge on their fellows etc (CD 19:16ff), thus 
walking in the stubbornness of their own heart (CD 19:20; for CD 19:17-34a see CD 8:4-
21). The expression הבושת תירב is unique to both the DSS and the HB, and הבושת is 
nowhere else connected to תירב. The whole expression has been translated ‘covenant of 
conversion’ (DSSSE) or ‘covenant of repentance’ (Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:33) or 
‘covenant repenting’ (DSSEL), but it is remarkable that this is the only occurrence where 
הבושת is translated in this manner.  
Six of the eight occurrences of הבושת in the HB refer to the return of either a person 
to a place or the coming again, lit. ‘return,’ of a [time of] year, and twice to the response of 
a person to someone’s speech (Job 21:34; 34:36). In the DSS, the term occurs nine times, 
once in CD, five times in Hodayot,472 and three times in various fragments of 4Q 
Instruction (417, 418, 418a), mostly in very fragmentary texts that contribute nothing to the 
meaning of the word. In all places where there is significant text surrounding the word, it 
has been translated ‘return’ by DSSEL, except in CD 19:16. Obviously, ‘repentance’ or 
‘conversion’ includes a ‘return’, i.e. a return to God. But why did the writer use this term 
at all? I believe that it is a play on the sense of the following expression, so that the whole 
might perhaps be better translated, ‘... for they entered into a covenant of turning [away 
from sin and to God], but they did not turn away from the way of treachery’ ( תירבב ... ואב יכ 
הבושת םידגוב ךרדמ ורס אלו ; CD 19:16-17, my translation). The writer’s point is that though 
these people purported to turn to God, they had not done so in practice. Theirs was an 
outward confession only, as evidenced by the fact that they kept to their old sinful ways.  
Next, the writer seems to draw a parallel between the ‘princes of Judah’ and those 
of the members of his community who failed to remain faithful to their covenant 
commitments. He continues to describe the heinousness of their apostasy by noting that 
they refused to stop mixing with the people (םע; i.e. outsiders, possibly including gentiles) 
and their sins (CD 19:20-21; CD 8:8 does not include ‘their sins’) and thus continued 
rebelling against God. The author’s highly allegorical interpretation of a quotation from 
Deuteronomy 32:33473 highlights this even more: the rulers of the peoples (possibly 
gentiles) are likened to serpents, the wine to their [wicked] ways (DSSEL has ‘customs’), 
and the cobra’s (or asp’s) poison to the ‘head of the kings of Greece, who comes upon 
them to execute vengeance’ (cf. the comments on 8:9-11).  
                                                 
472 Of these, at least one occurrence is in a rather fragmentary text; three are in 1QH, one in 4QH. 
473 ‘Their wine is the venom of serpents, and the deadly poison of cobras’ (NASB). DSSSE: ‘Their wine is serpents’ 
venom and cruel poison of asps.’  
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The writer then continues to castigate the ‘builders of the wall’ (apparently former 
members of the community) who have fallen for the lies of ‘one who follows the wind, 
weighs storms and preaches lies to mankind’ (CD 19:24b-26a), and notes that the 
judgment of those among his community who fail to remain faithful to their covenant 
vows will be like that, too. He reminds his readers of God’s election grace (quoting from 
Deuteronomy 9:5 and 7:8) when he chose their forefathers in the desert, not because of any 
merit they might have had but simply because he loved them. Those who follow in the 
footsteps of the faithful are also loved by God because ‘to them belongs the fathers’ 
covenant’ (CD 19:30-31: תובא תירב םהל יכ; cf. the comments on 8:18). Once again it 
appears that the writer equates the members of his community with those of the Sinai 
covenant.  
In the next few lines the writer returns to the theme of how those who forsake their 
covenant obligations will fare. He notes that ‘all the men who entered the new covenant in 
the land of Damascus and turned and betrayed and departed from the well of living waters, 
shall not be counted in the assembly of the people, they shall not be inscribed in their lists’ 
(DSSSE, CD 19:33-35; Hebrew quotation from DSSEL:  השדחה תירבב ואב רשא םישנאה לכ ןכ
ובתכי אל םבתכב םע דוסב ובשחי אל םייחה םימ ראבמ ורוסיו ודגביו ובשו קשמד ץראב). Here the 
reference is obviously not to the Sinai covenant, but to a ‘new covenant in the land of 
Damascus,’ however that is perceived (see below). 
CD 20 continues the theme of the fate of apostates. Such persons face expulsion 
from the community, though it seems that this expulsion is not necessarily permanent, 
provided the apostate returns from his wicked ways (20:5). However, if he persists in his 
apostasy, he will not only be excluded but also ostracised, since none of the members of 
the community must have any dealings with him. He has become like one who never was 
part of the community, walking in idolatry474 and, having rejected their strict interpretation 
of the law, he has ‘rejected the covenant’ (CD 20:11-12; my translation; תירבב וסאמו) ‘and 
the pact which they established in the land of Damascus, which is the new covenant’ (CD 
20:12; השדחה תירב אוהו קשמד ץראב ומיק רשא הנמאו). The covenant here is obviously the 
sectarians’ vow to adhere to the Mosaic law according to their strict interpretation of it (see 
below for a more detailed interpretation). The writer continues to note that those who turn 
away from their initial commitment to the community, together with their families, will 
have ‘no portion’ in the ‘house of the law’ (CD 20:13).  
                                                 
474 Lit. ‘having set up idols upon their heart;’ CD 20:9 (םבל לע םילולג ומש רשא). Wacholder (2007:245) aptly comments: 
‘Anyone who has been accepted as a member, but goes on to reject the Torah shall be expelled as if he were one 
who had never joined. Being a member does not bestow upon anyone irrevocable privileges. Unless he repents and 
acts accordingly, such a person shall be excluded as if he were one who had never placed his fate with those who 
were instructed by God (20:3–6).’ 
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The writer then states that the time from the unique Teacher’s ‘being gathered’ 
(ףסאה, Niph inf cons; CD 20:14)475 to the destruction of the people who followed the ‘Man 
of the Lie’ will be about 40 years. He goes on to explain that ‘God’s anger will burn 
against Israel,’ i.e. the whole nation, including her leaders, with the result that no righteous 
person will remain (CD 20:15b-17a). By quoting from Hosea 3:4476 the writer here likens 
the deserters of his community to those of the exodus generation (cf. Wacholder 
2007:246). In contrast to those who are judged by God are ‘those who repent from the 
rebellion of Jacob’ ( ֯ב֯ק֯עי עשפ יבשו) and have ‘kept the covenant of God’ (לא תירב ורמש; CD 
20:17, my translation). It appears that the covenant here refers again to the Sinai covenant, 
but as interpreted by the writer’s community. These ‘penitents’ or ‘returnees’ (יבש) exhort 
each other in the ways of God, with the result that God will write a book of remembrance 
concerning them (CD 20:18-19, quoting and expanding Mal 3:16) and that the difference 
between the righteous and the wicked will be known again (CD 20:20-21, quoting Mal 
3:18), because God is faithful to those who are faithful to him (CD 20:22, quoting Ex 
20:6). 
The next occurrence of תירב is in CD 20:25 (using the phrase תירב יאב) where the 
writer continues the theme of punishment for apostates. He notes that those among the 
people who ‘entered the covenant’ but who ‘breached the boundaries of the law’ (my 
translation; ת̇י̇רבה יאבמ הרותה לוב̇ג ̇תא וצרפ רשא לכו) will be excluded (lit. ‘cut off’) from the 
camp at the time of God’s appearance in glory, while those who adhered to the teachings 
of the Teacher will receive forgiveness and experience deliverance (CD 20:25-34).477 The 
expression ‘boundaries of the law’ seems to indicate once again the sectarians’ strict 
interpretation of the Mosaic covenant.  
The last occurrence of the word תירב is in CD 20:29. Here the writer commends 
those who remain steadfast in their commitment to the covenant and who openly confess 
their transgressions against it. This they do in words reminiscent of the great biblical 
prayers of repentance such as Nehemiah 1 (esp. v. 6) and Daniel 9 (esp. vv. 5, 11, 15; CD 
20:29 contains two words from Dn 9:15: חטשר ונאונע ), but also 1 Kings 8 (esp. v. 47 // 2 
Chr 6:37; cf. also Jr 3:25; Ps 106:6). The faithful in CD state that they have been ‘walking 
contrary to the ordinances of the covenant’ (CD 20:29; תירבה יקחב ירק ונתכלב) and, 
                                                 
475 This is usually interpreted to mean his death (DSSEL), but Wacholder (2007:164) suggests the interpretation 
‘assembling.’ It is difficult to make a decision, but I tend to prefer the traditional view.  
476 ‘“Neither king nor prince” [Hs 3:4] nor judge nor one who exhorts to do what is right will be left;’ (DSSEL, CD 
20:16-17). 
477 The very fragmentary 4Q267 3:1-5 may be a parallel to CD 20:25-38, according to the reconstruction in DSSEL. 
The phrase תירבב also appears in 4Q267 4:8, but it is an isolated word in a series of lines where only one or two 
words have been preserved, so it is difficult to establish the context where it appears. 4Q267 8 is parallel to 4Q266 
7iii, but again the text is too fragmentary to make much sense of the context.  
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humbling themselves, submit to the teachings of the ‘Teacher of Righteousness.’ The 
context indicates that the covenant here is the strict interpretation of the law by the sect, 
especially as revealed to the Teacher.478 Those who do keep it are promised forgiveness 
and rejoicing (CD 20:29-34).  
 
3.2.2.11 4Q269 9:4-8 
Fragment 4Q269 9:4-8479 gives instructions to someone apparently wishing to marry a 
woman who has already had sexual relations. The writer instructs that such women must 
not be brought ‘into the holy covenant’ ([העדי] ר̇שא 480[ש]דוק ֯ת[ירבב השא שיא אבי לא, 
DSSEL; partly reconstructed) unless she has been examined by ‘reliable women’ under the 
guidance of the רקבמ. After such an examination has taken place and presumably been 
satisfactory, the man may take her. תירב here refers to the community’s interpretation of 
the Mosaic law. This instruction is obviously for such members who were or wanted to be 
married and presumably also lived in camps all over the country. It points to the fact that 
the community to which this fragment refers was not completely celibate and that women 
had a role to play in the sect. It is also interesting that the covenant here is termed ‘holy’, 
which is the only time that this designation is used in the examined DSS. Elsewhere there 
are two more references to a ‘holy covenant.’ The expression ‘his holy covenant’ appears 
in 1QSb 1:2 in the context of blessings to be said by the Maskil over those who keep God’s 
‘holy covenant.’ In 4Q415 2ii:4 the words ‘Lest thou (fem.) neglect thy hol[y] covenant’ 
(DSSEL) are preserved, but the text is too fragmentary to allow any conclusions 
concerning the exact meaning. In the three instances where enough of the surrounding 
material is preserved, the reference is to the sectarian’s covenant. Whether or not an 
allusion to Daniel 11:28, 30 is in view is unclear, but as the contexts are so different, it is 
unlikely.   
 
3.2.2.12 Excursus: The Expression ‘The New Covenant in the Land of Damascus’ 
CD alone among the Scrolls mentions the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ ( תירב
קשמד ץראב השדחה, prefixed either with the definite article or the preposition ב plus the 
definite article), a phrase which occurs three times (if one counts the fragment of 4Q269, 
four times): in CD 6:19 (paralleled in the fragmentary text 4Q269 (4QDd) 4i:3); and 8:21 
                                                 
478 Nitzan (2001:95-96) observes that the ‘reward of “seeing God’s salvation,” promised to those who are faithful to 
the new covenant established by the Teacher of Righteousness (CD 20:31-34; cf. CD 7:4b-6a), confirms that this 
covenant is the eschatological covenant prophesied by Jeremiah,’ which, according ‘to the perception at Qumran,’ is 
‘the correct system of observing the Law.’ 
479 DSSEL lists the following parallels for this text: 4Q270 5:17ff; 4Q271 3; 4Q267 7.  
480 Cf. also 4Q270 5:17 where the expression is used with the definite article: [ש]֯דוקה ̇ת[ירבב השא ]֯ש֯י֯א אבי לא. 
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and its parallel, 19:33-34. Column 20:12 also refers to it, but not with this exact phrase. 
There the writer simply pronounces judgment on those who ‘turned round with insolent 
men, for they spoke falsehood about the just regulations and despised the covenant ... and 
the pact which they established in the land of Damascus, which is the new covenant’ (CD 
20:10-12; DSSSE, italics added). The place name ‘Damascus’ only appears in CD,481 with 
seven occurrences in manuscripts A and B, and ten in 4Q fragments. The phrase ‘new 
covenant’ also occurs in the Habakkuk pesher (1QpHab 2:3), but in a reconstructed line 
where the word תירב is not legible. For the present purpose, only the occurrences in CD 
will be examined, but first of all, the connection with Jeremiah 31:31-34 will be 
considered, in particular regarding what ‘new covenant’ means in that context. Then the 
significance of Damascus will be explored, and lastly the contexts in CD where  תירבה
קשמד ץראב השדחה appears will be discussed in detail.  
 
3.2.2.12.1 The ‘New Covenant’ in Jeremiah 
The expression השדחה תירב occurs only once in the HB, in Jeremiah 31:31-32:482 ‘Behold, 
days are coming, declares YHWH, when I will make with the house of Israel and the 
house of Judah a new covenant (  ֵ֛אָרְִשׂי תי ֵ֧בּ־תֶא י ִ֗תַּרָכְו ה ָ֑וְהי־םְֻאנ םי ִ֖אָבּ םי ִָ֥מי ֛הֵנִּה תי ִ֥רְבּ ה ָ֖דוְּהי תי ֵ֥בּ־תֶאְו ל
הָֽשָׁדֲח). It will not be like the covenant I made with their (fore)fathers in the day I took them 
by the hand and brought them out of the land of Egypt, the covenant which they broke, 
though I was a husband to them’ (  ֣לֹ ץֶר ֶ֖אֵמ ם ָ֖איִצוֹהְל ם ָָ֔דיְב י ִ֣קִיזֱחֶה ֙םוֹיְבּ ם ָ֔תוֹבֲא־תֶא ֙יִתּ ַ֙רָכּ ר ֶ֤שֲׁא תי ִ֗רְבַּכ א
ֽהָוְהי־םְֻאנ ם ָ֖ב יִתְּל ַ֥עָבּ י ִֹ֛כנאְָו י ִ֗תיִרְבּ־תֶא וּר ֵ֣פֵה הָמּ ֵ֜ה־רֶשֲׁא ִםי ָ֑רְצִמ; my translation, but cf. NASB).483 The 
content of this new covenant is outlined in the next verse: ‘For this is the covenant which I 
will make with the house of Israel after these days ... I will put my Torah in their innermost 
parts [NASB ‘minds’], and I will write it upon their hearts, and I will be their God and 
they shall be my people’ (my translation). Moreover, each person will know God 
personally (and intimately) and God will forgive (חלס) all their sins (Jr 31:34-35).  
What does it mean that this covenant is new? In the OT, the word שׁדח ‘can have 
both the sense of “renew”, as it does in Lam. 3:22-23, and “brand new”, as it does in Exod. 
1.8, Deut. 32.17, and 1 Sam. 6.7’ (Freedman & Miano 2003:23). Freedman and Miano 
(2003:23) argue that in the context of Jeremiah 31 either of these categories ‘would be too 
                                                 
481 Seventeen times, based on a word search in DSSEL; four of these in the expression under examination. 
482 It is curious that CD never quotes directly from Jeremiah 31. Nitzan (2001:95) suggests, quite plausibly, that this is 
perhaps because ‘the connection was obvious to everyone in the community,’ and that despite the failure to directly 
refer to Jeremiah the ‘identification with the eschatological covenant is evident in the historical survey of CD 3:12b-
16a where the covenant based on the revealed interpretation of God’s commandments is considered a replacement 
for the earlier covenant that was broken by the generations of the First Temple period (3:10b-12a).’ See also above 
on CD 3.  
483 Note the emphatic position of the phrase ‘not like the covenant with their fathers.’  
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narrow a view.’ They suggest that ‘a little of both [is] involved. On the one hand, Jeremiah 
is clearly looking forward to something radically different from past reforms’ (Freedman 
& Miano 2003:23), especially as he had seen Josiah’s reforms fail. However, he also 
‘could see no other law but one. To him God did not change his standards; his Law was his 
law’ (Freedman & Miano 2003:23). The newness of Jeremiah’s covenant is, therefore, not 
in content, but in the way in which it will operate (cf. von Rad 1993:221; Linington 
2003a:274), namely from an inner compulsion brought about by God himself484 (cf. 
Weinfeld 1975:277), not mere outward adherence to rules and regulations (though this is 
obviously not lacking). God will ‘write his laws’ on the human heart, as he had written 
them earlier, at Mt Sinai, in stone. Moreover, the basis of the new covenant is that God 
will forgive (חלס)485 his people (cf. Potter 1983:350) – past sinfulness will be removed and 
forgotten (Jr 31:34; cf. Dn 9:24), and thus a new relationship between God and his people 
will be possible (‘I will be their God and they shall be my people,’ Jr 31:33, NASB).  
 
3.2.2.12.2 The Expression ‘In the Land of Damascus’ 
The expression ‘in the land of Damascus,’ and in particular the reference to Damascus, 
must be examined next. In the HB, the name ‘Damascus’ appears 43 times, usually 
indicating the city (or city-state) in what is modern-day Syria, and what was Aram in 
biblical times. In 1 Kings 11:23-25 we read about a certain Rezon who fled from his 
master Hadadezer, king of Zobah, during the time when David destroyed Zobah’s army. 
He went to Damascus, settled there with a band of men and became king there. In this 
context, while certainly referring to the city state, Damascus also appears to be a place of 
exile and/or refuge, seen in a rather positive sense. Most of the time, however, Damascus 
was considered to be a place hostile to Israel and/or Judah, though occasionally it was 
allied with them and sometimes was even part of the extended empire (cf. 2 Ki 14:28). 
Damascus is included in the prophecies of judgment against the nations in Isaiah 17, 
Jeremiah 49 and Amos 1.  
                                                 
484 Westermann (1997:396) rightly observes: ‘That this new covenant concerns the behavior of an individual (v 33) is 
distinctive and unique to Jer 31:31–34.’ Potter (1983:350) notes that in contrast to Deuteronomy where the emphasis 
was on people’s efforts to learn and teach God’s word (cf. Dt 6:6), Jeremiah envisages that ‘God will give direct, 
intuitive knowledge of his law’ to his people by writing it himself ‘upon men’s hearts, and no longer will others be 
able to falsify it. No one will teach it, not one will be able, by his superior expertise, to use it to his own advantage’ 
(Potter 1983:353).  
485 The word is a term only used for God’s forgiveness of human sin and implies complete and comprehensive 
forgiveness about which there is no doubt whatsoever (Mulzac 1996:246). חלס therefore ‘suggests that only by 
divine innovation could such a sin problem be effectively resolved’ (Mulzac 1996:246). 
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In the DSS, references to Damascus only appear in the Damascus Document, a 
total of twelve times.486 The reference in CD 7:15, 19 (//4Q266 3iii:20) comes in 
connection with a quotation from Amos 5:26-27. CD 7:14-15 reads:  תא יתילגהו רמא רשאכ
קשמד ילהאמ םכימלצ ןויכ תאו םככלמ תוכס (‘as it says: “And I will exile the Sikkut [booths of] 
your king, and the Kiyyun [foundations of] your images from/beyond the tents of 
Damascus;” my translation, but cf. DSSSE & DSSEL). The writer goes on to identify the 
‘Sikkuth, your king’ as ‘the books of the law’ (CD 7:15-16) and ‘Kiyyun, your images’ as 
‘the books of the prophets whose words Israel despised’ (CD 7:17-18) but does not explain 
or qualify Damascus in any way. He only notes that ‘the star is the interpreter of the law 
who comes to Damascus’ (CD 7:18-19, referring to the prophecy of Balaam in Nu 24:17; 
cf. Collins 2010a:30), which may or may not indicate the actual city or area in modern-day 
Syria. Does Amos give any hints? 
Amos 5:26-27 reads: ‘You also carried along Sikkuth your king and Kiyyun, your 
images, the star of your gods which you made for yourselves. Therefore, I will make you 
go into exile beyond Damascus”’ (NASB). Here God sends the people into exile because 
of their idol worship. Damascus is seen as a place of exile. It is not a place of refuge but of 
punishment and discipline. It is possible that the writer of CD refers to this identification 
when he mentions ‘the new covenant in the land of Damascus.’ For him, it appears, 
Damascus is not a specific city or place, but simply a metaphor for separation, ‘of 
withdrawal from the rest of Jewish society’ (Collins 2010a:30).  
Can this be supported from elsewhere? Jeremiah considered those who were in 
exile as good whereas those who remained in Judah (and Jerusalem) were considered bad 
(Jr 24:4-10). God announces to Jeremiah that the exiles were under his protective eye and 
that he would ultimately bring them back to their land (Jr 24:5-6). Moreover, and more 
pertinent to our expression, God promises that he ‘will give them a heart to know me, that 
I am the LORD. They will be my people, and I will be their God, for they will return to me 
with all their heart’ (Jr 24:7, NIV). In other words, the exile will have a refining influence 
on the people. Jeremiah’s letter to the exiles (Jr 29) confirms this. After telling the exiles 
that they must settle down since the exile will last a long time, he encourages them, saying 
that after seventy years God will visit them again and have mercy on them. ‘Then you will 
call upon Me and come and pray to Me, and I will listen to you. You will seek Me and find 
Me when you search for Me with all your heart’ (Jr 29:12-13, NASB; the relevant part of v 
13 reads in MT י ִֹ֖תא ם ֶ֥תְּשַׁקִּב ֽםֶכְבַבְל־לָכְבּ ִינ ֻ֖שְׁרְדִת י ִ֥כּ ם ֶ֑תאָצְמוּ ). This passage includes the word 
שׁרד, an important term not only in CD, but other DSS as well. The exiles will be those 
                                                 
486 CD 6:5, 19; 7:15, 19 = 4Q266 3iii:20; 8:21; 19:34; 20:12; 4Q266 3ii:12, 25; 4Q267 2:12; 4Q269 4ii:1; 5:2. 
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who ‘seek’ YHWH, and he will in turn reveal himself to them. That, according to CD 
(1:10; 6:6-7; 7:18), was the purpose of those who ‘entered the new covenant in the land of 
Damascus.’ It is therefore feasible that the expression does not refer to the actual city 
(though this is not precluded either), but that it is a metaphorical term used to refer to the 
place where members of the initial community went as they separated themselves from 
others less committed to the Torah to earnestly study the law in order to please God.  
In CD where Damascus is referred to outside of the phrase ‘covenant in the land of 
Damascus,’ it seems to denote a real place (cf. CD 6:5; 7:15 [Am 5:26-27]; 7:19; 20:12). 
Whether or not this place is literal Damascus or a simply a label for another place is 
debatable. Scholarly opinion on this issue varies. Wacholder (2007:9-10) for example 
takes the references to Damascus in CD literally and argues that the sectarians literally 
went into exile to the city of Damascus.487 Others believe it is a code name for Qumran 
(Jaubert 1958:226; Milikowski 1982:106) or the ‘desert of Qumran’ (Cross 1995:72; 
Schiffman 2010b:462). However, in line with the arguments presented above, it appears 
that most scholars ‘prefer a metaphorical interpretation’ whereby ‘Damascus means a 
symbolic place, in terms of it being a symbol of refuge’ (Christiansen 1998:78). Regev 
(2007:46) considers Damascus an ‘interim space’ in which the members of the community 
are segregated from outsiders to observe the law. According to his definition it is ‘a place 
free of corruption, where the new covenant is made.’ Christiansen (1998:78) understands 
Damascus ‘as a place defined by its holiness’ (italics added). However, Damascus, as has 
been shown, is never considered a place of holiness in the HB. On the contrary, most of 
the time Damascus is associated with Israel’s enemies, and in Amos as a place of exile and 
punishment. While God used the exile to bring his people to repentance, and considered 
the exiled people as holy, this does not imply that the land of exile itself was considered 
holy. In fact, it seems that the opposite was the case. Generally land outside Israel was 
considered unclean (Am 7:17; Hos 9:3; though admittedly this last scripture refers to exile 
in Assyria, not Babylon or Damascus; however, cf. Ezk 4:13 which does, by implication, 
refer to exile in Babylon). Therefore I believe it is more accurate to assert that ‘Damascus’ 
was seen as a place of exile and/or refuge, rather than a place of holiness, especially 
considering that the writer was well versed in the Hebrew Scriptures. The exile did, 
however, produce in the people a greater awareness of the necessity for holiness, which in 
the mind of the writer of CD is achieved by exact obedience to the laws of Moses as 
interpreted by his community. 
                                                 
487 Similarly, already in 1969 Iwry had argued that ‘the evidence both in the [Damascus] Document and elsewhere 
points … to a return to Judea on the part of a group of new covenanters from the Jewish diaspora in Syria at some 
time during the early Hasmonean period’ (Iwry 1969:80; italics his).  
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In my opinion, the most convincing position regarding the meaning of ‘Damascus’ 
in CD is that by Rabinowitz (1954:17, n. 20b) and others who believe that the reference is 
to the exile of the Jews, i.e. Babylon. Davies (1982a:122-123) takes it for granted that the 
reference to Damascus ‘is used as a symbol of Babylon488 (or the Assyro-Babylonian 
captivity), since this interpretation is demanded by the context.’ He suggests further that it 
can be shown that the roots of the community are to be found in the exile, both 
theologically and historically, a suggestion that goes against the view that the community 
originated in the second century BCE (Davies 1982a:123; cf. also Davies 1990b, esp. pp. 
509-519).   
Hultgren (2007:96) also argues that for CD ‘the land of Damascus’ is ‘the land of 
Israel’s exile, specifically Babylon.’ The place of exile in the Bible is often considered the 
‘land of the north,’ from which, according to the prophetic literature (e.g. Jr 1:14-16; Ezk 
38:15) both the enemy as well as deliverance (Is 41:25; 43:6; Jr 3:18) will come. Hultgren 
(2007:96) therefore suggests that behind the expression ‘the land of Damascus’ in CD lies 
the phrase ‘the land of the north,’ especially as it appears in Jeremiah 31:8.489 Furthermore, 
the interpretation of Babylon as the land of exile is also supported by Acts 7:43 where 
Stephen uses Amos 5:26-27, but has ‘I will send you into exile beyond Babylon’ (NIV, 
italics added) instead of Amos’s ‘Damascus’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1985:225; Davies 
1990b:511f; Hultgren 2007:97). This connection is thus not just a modern scholarly one, 
but was already made in ancient times (Hultgren 2007:97). Hultgren (2007:97) goes on to 
suggest that the ‘most likely explanation for the connection ... is simply that the members 
of the Damascus covenant read Amos 5:26-27 as a prophecy that the law and the prophets 
would be restored, and their true interpretation revealed, in the exile.’490  
                                                 
488 So also Murphy-O’Connor (1974:221) who says that ‘“Damascus,” ... is a symbolic name for Babylon’ (cf. Knibb 
1983:100; Murphy-O’Connor 1985:225f).  
489 The Amos midrash in CD 7:12b-14a (‘When the two houses of Israel separated, Ephraim detached itself from 
Judah, and all the renegades were delivered up to the sword; but those who remained steadfast escaped to the land of 
the north’) supports this clearly as it ‘identifies the “land of the north” (the land of exile) with Damascus,’ which 
explains the origin of the expression ‘the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ (Hultgren 2007:96-97). 
490 Hultgren traces this whole development ‘back to Deuteronomistic circles in the exilic or post-exilic period’ due to 
the ‘scribal activity on and exegetical connections between Deuteronomistic texts such as Deut. 4:25-31; 29; 30:1-5; 
and Jer 39-31, as well as Amos 5:26-27.’ Additionally, he observes that ‘[u]nderlying the expression “the new 
covenant in the land of Damascus” is a coherent and comprehensive Deuteronomistic theology according to which a 
“new covenant” in the “land of the north” (=the exile) is prerequisite for the restoration of Israel’ with Jeremiah 30-
31 as ‘the linchpin of the whole idea’ (Hultgren 2007:103). Hultgren (2007:103) concludes that the ‘new covenant 
included the study of the law and the prophets to find the correct interpretation of the law, so as to be able to do the 
revealed and hidden things of the law.’  
  For more options and views regarding what ‘Damascus’ in CD means see Harvey (2001:21ff). Davies 
(1982a:16-17) gives a useful summary of the three major views. He addresses the issue in more detail in ‘The 
Birthplace of the Essenes: Where is “Damascus”?’ (Davies 1990b).  
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3.2.2.12.3 The Use of the Expression ‘The New Covenant in the Land of Damascus’ 
in CD 
Now the four passages in CD that contain the phrase ‘the new covenant in the land of 
Damascus’ and the ‘new covenant’ in CD 20:12 can be considered to see whether the 
observations made so far can be sustained.  
 
3.2.2.12.3.1 The Expression ‘New Covenant in the land of Damascus’ in CD 6:19 & 
4Q269 (4QDd) 4i:3 
The first occurrence in CD 6:19491 appears in connection with the instructions to those who 
‘have been brought into the covenant’ (line 11; ...תירבב ואבוה רשא לכו) ... ‘according to what 
was discovered by those who entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ (line 19: 
קשמד ץראב השדחה תירבה יאב תאצמכ).492 In between these lines, and following the words just 
cited in line 19, the members of the community are instructed to be very careful to live 
according to the ‘exact interpretation of the law for the age of wickedness’ (CD 6:14), and 
a list of examples is given as to what this entails, such as abstaining from wicked wealth in 
any form, from false worship at the temple493 etc. It seems from the way that ‘those who 
entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ are mentioned, that they are a different 
group from the present addressees who are exhorted to live according to their findings and 
their interpretation of the law. ‘Those who entered the new covenant in the land of 
Damascus’ are, in other words, the predecessors of the present addressees (cf. Hultgren 
2007:58).494 The writer and his addressees considered themselves ‘as standing in 
continuity with the older “new covenant in the land of Damascus”’ and ‘viewed 
[themselves] as the true heir[s] of [that] new covenant’ (cf. Hultgren 2007:58).  
                                                 
491 The parallel to CD 6:19ff, fragment 4Q269 (4QDd) 4i:3, is very fragmentary indeed. It starts: ‘[the] ne[w (covenant) 
in the lan[d of Damascus, to offer up the holy things] according to their interpretations’ (lines 1-2a, DSSEL), and 
continues for 7 lines similar to CD 6:19-7:3. Only very few words are complete, and most of the text has been 
supplemented from CD 6:19-7:3. Therefore this fragment is of little value in establishing the meaning of the phrase 
‘the new covenant in the land of Damascus.’  
492 Murphy-O’Connor (1971a:211) divides CD 6:2-8:3 into two sections, i.e. 6:2-11a and 6:11b-8:3. He further 
subdivides CD 6:11b-8:3 into a ‘list of precepts (VI, 11b-VII, 4)’ and a ‘hortatory epilogue (VII, 4-VIII, 3).’ He 
considers the former, to which CD 6:19 belongs, a ‘memorandum’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1971a:216; an identification 
accepted also by Hultgren 2007:116) which is based on the Holiness Code of Leviticus 17-26. 
493 There has been some debate over the meaning of this text. Some think it means that the community separated itself 
from worship in the temple (e.g. Hultgren 2007:118), but the following words seem to preclude this. They only were 
not to participate in false worship (see my interpretation on the Malachi reference above; cf. Davies 1982b:298ff). 
Indeed, later in the same document the use of the temple seems presupposed (e.g. CD 11:18-19). Hultgren 
(2007:118) suggests that the milieu for CD 6:11b-7:4a is ‘different from the rest of CD and closer to Qumran,’ 
though it ‘does not have to be the Qumran community itself.’ Therefore he believes that the milieu for CD 6:11b-
7:4a was ‘an interim period between the time when a segment or a community from within the covenant behind D 
began to separate itself from the temple and the time of final separation and move to the desert.’ 
494 Hultgren (2007:58) rightly observes that ‘the “covenant” group that decided to boycott the temple ... confirms its 
allegiance to the halakah of “the new covenant in the land of Damascus,” that is, the halakah that is preserved in D,’ 
and states that this Damascus covenant ‘was a group or movement that preceded the existence of the “covenant” that 
decided to boycott the temple,’ as is also evident from CD 6:12-14a. 
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In the wider context, CD 6:3-11 speaks about ‘princes’ (identified as ‘the 
penitents495 of Israel who depart from the land of Judah and dwell in the land of 
Damascus,’ DSSEL) who ‘dug a well’ (identified as the Torah; this is an allusion to 
Numbers 21:18). They are called ‘princes’ because they ‘sought’ (שׁרד) God and decided to 
follow his commandments strictly according to the teachings of one 496קקוחמ (perhaps a 
reference to the Teacher of Righteousness497 or, more likely, a predecessor of his?) who 
interpreted (שׁרד) the law for the people. This use of שׁרד is interesting as it seems to 
indicate that the one who diligently ‘seeks’ God in the law is also able to ‘interpret’ it 
properly, follow its commandments strictly, and teach others accordingly.498  
CD 6:12-14 continues to state that those who have been ‘brought into the covenant’ 
were not to go into the (Jerusalem) temple and take part in its worship unless they 
followed the ‘exact (requirements of) the Torah’ (Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:23) and 
separated themselves from those who did not do so (who are called ‘sons of the pit’  ינב
תחשה, Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:23). Part of this separation involved distinguishing 
between pure and impure, keeping the Sabbath ‘in its exact detail’ (Baumgarten & 
Schwartz 1995:25, translation of CD 6:18) as well as the appointed fast day ‘as it was 
found by those who entered into the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ (CD 6:19). 
Once again, the reference here seems to be to a group preceding the present addressees of 
                                                 
495 Or perhaps ‘the returnees,’ as suggested by Iwry (1969:86), who argues that the expression לארשי יבש ‘means 
simply and correctly “the returnees of Israel, i.e., those of Israel who have returned home”, הדוהי ץראמ םיאצויה “who 
hail from or originate in the pre-exilic land of Judah”.’ He believes that these people ‘had sojourned during their 
exile in Damascus,’ rather than Babylon (Iwry 1969:86). Later on, he argues that ‘the Jewish settlement in 
Damascus was the oldest outside of Palestine,’ and that the fact that CD refers to Ezekiel as its ‘source of 
inspiration’ proves his thesis (Iwry 1969:88). However, it appears to me that reference to Ezekiel more likely 
indicates a Babylonian than Syrian provenance.  
496 There is a delightful pun on the root קקח in CD 6:9, which is used three times in different forms ( קקח רשא תוקקוחמב
קקוחמה; קקח means ‘to inscribe, decree;’ the noun תוקקוחמ means ‘rule, statute’ according to the DSSEL dictionary; 
HALOT defines the verb as ‘hew out; scratch, mark; decree, specify’). The whole phrase can be literally translated 
‘by/with the decrees that were decreed by the one who decrees.’ Davies (1982a:117) considers this wordplay almost 
‘cumbersome’ but it certainly serves to prove the writer’s point by repetition and so confirmation. CD 6:10 states 
that apart from diligently keeping these decrees nothing can be achieved ‘in the age of wickedness’ until the coming 
of ‘the one who will teach righteousness’ (CD 6:11). Incidentally, this line seems to confirm that the קקוחמ cannot be 
the Teacher of Righteousness himself, since it still anticipates his coming. Cf. Davies (1982a:123-24) who thinks 
that ‘the one who will teach righteousness’ in this line is not the Teacher of Righteousness, but another (historically 
unidentifiable) future figure. 
497 So Murphy-O’Connor (1971a:230); see previous note. 
498 A lexical study on שׁרד in both the HB and the DSS shows that in the DSS שׁרד is preferred over שׁקב to express the 
idea of seeking God with the intention to do his will. שׁרד can mean ‘caring about’ someone or something, as well as 
‘inquire (of), consult, seek, require (of), study, investigate, examine, ask’ (Denninger 1997:993; cf. HALOT). שׁרד 
implies intentionality, sincerity and desire for relationship (cf. Denninger 1997:996), i.e. a ‘longing’ (McConville 
1986:105; cf. Denninger 1997:997) and ‘striving to cleave to the Lord directly’ (McCarthy 1982:31; cf. Denninger 
1997:997). This, I believe, is also the case in the DSS, especially in CD and 1QS where the word is often used to 
express the idea of seeking God. It is an important word in relation to covenant since one of the prerequisites for 
joining the community was that a person should ‘seek God wholeheartedly’ (lit. ‘with all his heart and soul;’ 1QS 
1:1). In the HB, ‘[s]eeking [the Lord] is [the] privilege and responsibility of … the covenant community,’ whereas 
‘[n]eglecting to seek Yahweh or seeking elsewhere breaks his covenant’ and is, in fact, sin (Denninger 1997:995). 
The result of seeking the Lord is that he will be found (2 Chr 15:2). In the DSSEL dictionary the meanings of שׁרד 
are given as ‘to seek, examine, interpret.’ There is, therefore, an extension of the meaning in the DSS to include 
‘interpretation’ that is not yet apparent in biblical usage.  
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the writer, who is exhorting his own compatriots to follow their example (see CD 7:1ff). 
CD 6:19 also indicates that what was important for the community was to follow the law 
exactly according to the interpretation of ‘those who entered into the new covenant in the 
land of Damascus.’499  
 
3.2.2.12.3.2 The Expression ‘New Covenant in the land of Damascus’ in CD 8:21 
The second occurrence of the phrase ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ is in CD 
8:21, which appears after a vacat at the end of the column in an incomplete sentence ( לכ
קשמד ץראב השדחה תירבב ואב רשא םישנאה) that does not continue either into column 9 (which 
follows column 8 in Manuscript A) or into column 15 (as in DSSSE). The translator of 
DSSEL interprets CD 8:21 thus: ‘So it is with all the men who entered the new covenant in 
the land of Damascus’ (italics added). Column 9 starts a new section of regulations, the 
first of which concerns the devotion of a human being to the ban (םירחי). Such a person 
‘shall be put to death according to the laws of the gentiles’ (DSSEL). This is followed by 
regulations concerning people who bear grudges against each other that do not help in the 
interpretation of the phrase ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ which precedes it 
logically in manuscript A of CD. An even greater inconsistency applies if columns 15-16 
are inserted after CD 8. CD 15 begins by noting that someone must not ‘sw]ear by Aleph 
and Lamed ... nor by Aleph and Daleth ... but by the oath of the youths, by the curses of 
the covenant.’ This too does not help in the interpretation of the expression ‘new covenant 
in the land of Damascus.’ The only way to examine the phrase is therefore the preceding 
context.  
The passage preceding CD 8:21 compares and contrasts those who keep God’s 
covenant with those who fall away from it. CD 8 continues from CD 7 by noting that those 
‘entering his covenant but who do not remain steadfast’ in keeping its rules (CD 8:1-2, 
DSSSE) will be ‘visited for destruction at the hand of Belial’ (CD 8:2, DSSSE). The writer 
                                                 
499 Hultgren (2007:116) argues that CD 6:19 ‘is the oldest of the four places’ where the phrase ‘the new covenant in 
the land of Damascus’ is mentioned, and that this line ‘belongs to a pre-Qumran document,’ whereas the other three 
places where the phrase occurs ‘stand in texts composed after the rise of the Qumran community (or the community 
that eventually settled at Qumran).’ He considers it possible that the concept goes back to ‘Deuteronomistic circles, 
perhaps as far back as the exile’ (Hultgren 2007:119), though it might have arisen later, ‘for example, at the time of 
the Chronicler’ (Hultgren 2007:119). However, he then qualifies this statement by noting that in CD the use of the 
phrase ‘cannot be traced back any farther than the interim period during which the separatist movement that would 
eventually become the Qumran community arose’ (Hultgren 2007:119), though he does not exclude the possibility 
that the term itself or the community that was so named may go back further. As pointed out in note 490 above, he 
suggests that the milieu for CD 6:11b-7:4a is ‘an interim period between the time when a segment or a community 
from within the covenant behind D began to separate itself from the temple and the time of final separation and 
move to the desert.’ 
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continues to state that the ‘princes of Judah’ (or ‘those who departed from Judah,’500 see 
Hultgren 2006:40) would be judged severely because they refused to leave ‘the path of 
traitors’ and thus ‘defiled themselves in paths of licentiousness’ (CD 8:4-5). Instead of 
separating themselves from common Jewry, they ‘did what was right’ in their own eyes 
(CD 8:7) and followed the ways of the gentiles (as implied by CD 8:9-11), in particular the 
Greeks.501 The writer implies that these people have been deceived by one who ‘weighs 
wind and preaches lies’ to them (CD 8:13), but this deception does not mean they will 
escape judgment. The writer seems to speak about people in his own community (contra 
Murphy-O’Connor 1972b:207) who entered the covenant with the others, but then fell 
away and refused to follow the strict rules of the community any longer. On the other 
hand, those who did continue in the way of the community are the ones who are loved by 
God just as their predecessors who first endeavoured to please God in this way (CD 8:16-
18). However, the writer continues his warning to his contemporaries that those who do 
not follow these strict rules but ‘forsake them and move aside in the stubbornness of their 
heart’ (CD 8:19) will receive similar judgment from God as that mentioned previously.  
CD 8:20 contains an enigmatic reference: ‘This is the word which Jeremiah spoke 
to Baruch, son of Neriah, and Elishah to Gehazi his sevant’ (DSSSE). It seems to refer to 
the judgment just threatened, and the reference is apparently to Elisha’s condemnation of 
Gehazi when he went after Naaman to get some of the reward that Elisha had refused to 
take from Naaman when he was healed from his leprosy (2 Ki 5, esp. vv 26-27). 
Jeremiah’s words to Baruch are probably the words recorded in Jeremiah 45:5: ‘But you, 
are you seeking great things for yourselves? Do not seek them; for behold, I am going to 
bring disaster on all flesh’ (NASB). Davies (1982a:171-72) makes the same connection 
and suggests that it was brought about by the word קבד, ‘cling,’ which is the same as that 
used in CD 8:4, and is ‘possibly … a misplaced gloss,’502 but he finds it difficult to see 
Baruch as an unfaithful servant, and therefore suggests that it is impossible to decide 
whether ‘this passage is a fragment of [a] larger statement about treacherous servants or a 
gloss’ (Davies 1982a:172).  
Unlike Davies I do not think this is just an independent insertion by the redactor, 
but that, even if it was inserted later than other material surrounding it, it was purposefully 
                                                 
500 This translation as defended by Hultgren (2007:12-29; 40) makes sense in the context. Murphy-O’Connor 
(1972b:206-207) takes the translation ‘princes of Judah’ for granted and suggests that the text is directed against 
religious leaders in general, not members of the writer’s community, either past or present. He quotes Stegemann 
(1971:167), who remarks that the reference to the Scriptures and the terminology used in CD hint at the political 
leaders in Jerusalem in general (cf. Murphy-O’Connor 1972b:207-208). 
501 Murphy-O’Connor (1972b:203) notes that this is ‘a generic statement of the pernicious effect of Hellenistic 
influence in Palestine.’ 
502 2 Kings 5:27: ‘Therefore, the leprosy of Naaman shall cling (קבד) to you and to your descendants forever’ (NASB); 
CD 8:4: ‘the defect sticks (קבד) (to them)’ (DSSSE).  
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done by the redactor/writer. The words of Jeremiah to Baruch were words of warning to a 
would-be defector, whereas the words of Elisha to Gehazi those to an actual defector. 
Baruch took the warning seriously and was rewarded with his life, but Gehazi was beyond 
salvation. In my opinion, the writer of CD uses these two examples to warn his 
compatriots to avoid the example of Gehazi, but rather take heed and remain faithful like 
Baruch,503 for those among them who defected from those who entered ‘the new covenant 
in the land of Damascus’ (CD 8:21) would certainly not escape God’s judgment. What this 
judgment entails is not clearly stated. Hultgren (2007:43) suggests that CD 7:9-8:18b 
‘deals with eschatological judgment, whereas’ CD 8:18c-19 ‘begins a new stage in the 
development of the document, treating of judgment within the community,’ and he may 
well be correct. The point is that line 21 makes sense in this context as a concluding 
remark, just as the translator of DSSEL suggests. Those ‘who enter the new covenant in 
the land of Damascus’ here, then, are, in my opinion, the writer’s contemporaries, who 
have accepted the strict interpretation of the law by their predecessors. He warns them 
against defection and apostasy. The expression ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ is 
a reference to these predecessors.504 
 
3.2.2.12.3.3 The Expression ‘New Covenant in the land of Damascus’ in CD 19:33-34 
The last occurrence of the phrase ‘the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ is in CD 
19:33-34 which is parallel to CD 8:21. CD 19 is almost identical to CD 8, but there are 
some significant changes which are worthy of note. As in CD 8, CD 19:33-34 comes at the 
end of a section where the writer denounces people who, after purportedly repenting, have 
refused to actually leave their wicked ways and love of wealth. They will face the wrath of 
God, and the same will also be the fate of those members of his own community who 
‘entered the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ but failed to adhere to the strict 
interpretation of the law by the group. It is interesting that CD 19 does not include the 
reference to Jeremiah that appears in CD 8:20. After denouncing those who ‘turn to the 
stubbornness of their own heart’ by refusing to accept God’s laws the writer immediately 
notes that ‘thus will it be for all the men who entered the new covenant in the land of 
Damascus but turned away and became traitors and turned aside from the well of living 
water’ (CD 19:33). Indeed, those who do not adhere to God’s rules as interpreted by the 
writer’s community will ‘not be considered in the secret counsel of the people nor will 
                                                 
503 Cf. above on CD 7-9. 
504 Alternatively, one might consider the phrase ‘All the men who enter the new covenant in the land of Damascus’ 
(my translation; CD 8:21) a new sentence, since it comes after a blank in the line. In this case, the parallel in CD 
19:33-34 could be used to establish the meaning, assuming that a similar context would have followed in the 
missing column(s).  
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they be written down in their written records from the day of the gathering of the 
beloved/unique teacher until the rising up of the messiah from Aaron and from Israel’ (CD 
19:34-20:1 – my translation, reading הדיחי). This appears to be a warning against following 
actual apostates at the time of writing, not just would-be ones as in CD 8, though of course 
the text there seems to be incomplete. This in turn would suggest a different time or at 
least place when (or where) CD 19-20 was written from that of CD 8; a time (and/or place) 
when the possibility of apostasy for members of the writer’s community had become 
reality, and the writer felt it necessary to issue severe warnings against following such 
apostates to the still faithful members. That this is the case is also obvious from the 
following text in CD 20:1ff where the writer condemns those who entered the community, 
but then refused to fulfil the strict requirements of the law as interpreted by them.   
The expression ‘from the day of the gathering of the beloved teacher until the 
rising up of the messiah from Aaron and from Israel’ is difficult to interpret. As it stands, it 
seems to indicate that after the appearance of the messiah from Aaron and from Israel, 
such people may yet have another chance of repentance and thus re-entry into the 
community on the authority of the Teacher of Righteousness who would permit such re-
entry (cf. Murphy-O’Connor 1972a:546505). However, since this appearance is obviously 
viewed as a thing of the future, and I suggest the distant future, this is unlikely. According 
to Waltke and O’Connor (1990:215) the preposition דע may express ‘measure or degree 
(“as much as, as far as, even to, even unto”),’ and perhaps such an interpretation is to be 
preferred in the present context: ‘even unto the coming of the messiah from Aaron and 
Israel,’ meaning in effect ‘never.’506  
                                                 
505 However, Murphy-O’Connor (1972a:546) also notes that such a doctrine ‘is completely at variance with the 
teachings of the Essene documents’ and therefore suspects ‘that something has happened to the text,’ though what 
exactly is difficult to say, since even the Cave 4 documents do not throw any light on the problem. On the other 
hand, CD 6:10-11 seems to justify the interpretation of a second chance, in Murphy-O’Connor’s opinion 
(1972a:546-47). 
506 Davies (1982a:180) also finds it difficult to accept the idea of a second chance, and suggests that ‘the only chance 
these men are offered is to accept the authority of the Teacher while he is still alive, and one may assume that the 
members of the Teacher’s community did not believe that his death would predate the coming of the Messiah by any 
great length of time, since CD VI,11 explains that the “one who teaches righteousness” will arise “at the end of 
days.”’  
  Hultgren (2007:48) accepts neither of these interpretations. Against Murphy-O’Connor he notes that the idea 
of a ‘second chance’ ‘is directly contradicted by XIX,5b-14 only a few lines above’ the present text. Furthermore, he 
presupposes that ‘the term “new covenant” in CD ... refers to [a] pre-Qumran ... community’ (Hultgren 2007:49). 
Connecting CD 3:15-17 and 4:4 with 6:2-11 and the present text, Hultgren (2007:51-52) thinks that the expression 
‘those who “departed from the well of living waters”’ in 19:34 ‘are either those who turned away from the original 
“new covenant” movement before the Teacher arrived or those who (in the eyes of the Qumran community) turned 
away from the “new covenant” by not following the Teacher (cf. 1QpHab II,1-4) when he arrived.’ Because of all 
this, he prefers a reading suggested by Schechter (1910:43), who translated CD 19:35 – 20:1 as follows: ‘“They 
shall not be counted in the assembly of people, and in its writing they shall not be written.” From the day when there 
was gathered in 20:1 the only teacher until there will arise the Anointed from Aaron and from Israel. And this is also 
the Law...’ (cf. Hultgren 2007:53). Hultgren (2007:53) accepts the incomplete sentence created by the full stop 
between CD 19:35b and 35c, suggesting that it ‘begins a new section,’ just as 20:13b-14 which reads similarly, ‘And 
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3.2.2.12.3.4 The Expression ‘New Covenant’ in CD 20:12 
CD 20 continues to outline the ‘judgment of everyone who enters the congregation of the 
men of perfect holiness and is slack in the fulfilment of the instructions of the upright’ (CD 
20:1-2, DSSSE). It is stated that such a person will be excommunicated (CD 20:3) and 
reproached publicly (CD 20:4-5), and none of the other members must have anything to do 
with him or have a share in his wealth (CD 20:6-7). On the contrary, such a man has been 
cursed by everyone in the community (CD 20:8). Anyone of a similar mind-set who rejects 
‘the former and the latter’507 (this probably referring to some laws not further specified) 
will face the same judgment and have ‘no part in the house of the law’ (CD 20:10). The 
next few lines set out the kind of things that lead to excommunication: speaking falsehood 
about the regulations of the community (CD 20:11) and otherwise despising the covenant 
which was ‘established in the land of Damascus, which is the new covenant’ (CD 20:12). 
Neither the traitor himself nor his family will have ‘a part in the house of the law’ (CD 
20:13).  
CD 20:10-12 reads: ‘According to the judgment of their companions who 
returned508 with the men of mockery they shall be judged because they spoke error against 
the righteous laws and they rejected the covenant and agreement which they established in 
the land of Damascus, and that is the new covenant’ (my translation;  ובש רשא םהיער טפשמכ
 וטפשי ןוצלה ישנא םע אוהו קשמד ץראב ומיק רשא הנמאו {} תירבב וסאמו קדצה יקח לע העות ורבד יכ
השדחה תירב).509 The ‘they’ are those who ‘have set up idols upon their heart and walk in the 
stubbornness of their own hearts’ (CD 20:9-10); in other words, they are apostates,510 
                                                                                                                                                 
from the day ( וימום ) of the gathering in (ףסאה) of the unique teacher (דיחיה הרוי) until (דע) the end of all the men of 
war....’  
507 The Hebrew reads: םינורחאבו םינושארב סאמה לכל הזה טפשמכו; DSSEL translates: ‘Such is the fate for all who reject the 
commandments, whether old or new’ (CD 20:8-9). Murphy-O’Connor (1972a:547) considers CD 20:8b-13b ‘an 
intrusive element.’ He suggests that the phrase ‘the former and the latter’ (CD 20:8) is the direct object of ‘reject,’ 
which he takes as an ‘abbreviated title for … the customary designation of a body of precepts’ (Murphy-O’Connor 
1972a:547-548). He proposes that the men described in CD 20:8b-13b are ‘still ... members of the community ... but 
their attitude indicates that they have cut themselves off spiritually’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1972a:549). Davies 
(1982a:182-183) points out that in Jubilees 1:26 the same phrase ‘the first and the last’ (= ‘the former and the latter’ 
in CD 20:8-9) is used. He argues that the ‘former’ or ‘first’ things here refer to the Torah, and the ‘latter’ or ‘last’ 
things to Jubilees (Davies 1982a:183), an argument that is taken up by Wacholder (2007:245-246). In my opinion 
Murphy-O’Connor’s stance that the phrase refers to some body of precepts without necessarily stating what they 
consist of is preferable.  
508 Murphy-O’Connor (1972a:549) cogently argues that there is in this text ‘a play on the two senses of בוש, some of 
those who “returned” in a geographical sense (XIX, 34) “turned back” in a religious sense (XX, 10c).’ 
509 The word בוש is an important term associated with covenant, but suffice it to say here that I am not convinced by 
Murphy-O’Connor’s argument that ‘בוש [without a following preposition] is never used absolutely of complete 
negation of the covenant’ (1972a:545). He suggests (following Rubinstein 1957:358) three possible meanings of the 
word: ‘(a) “turned back” (from God), (b) “returned” (whence they came) and (c) “returned and...” – proposing the 
repetition of an action = “and again did...”’ (Murphy-O’Connor 1972a:545). He rules out meaning (a) because he 
says that in the OT בוש always appears with a preposition when it means conversion. However, in Jeremiah 4:1 בוש 
is used twice, the first time without a preposition, the second time with לא, but both, I believe, mean ‘conversion,’ 
i.e. a return to God by Israel: בוּ֑שָׁתּ י ַ֖לֵא הָ֛וְהי־םְֻאנ ׀ל ֵ֧אָרְִשׂי בוּ֨שָׁתּ־םִא ‘“If you will return, o Israel,” declares the Lord, 
“return to me.”’ 
510 Davies (1982a:182) argues that CD 20:8b-13a is a critique of ‘other apostates,’ ‘not the same group as XIX,33b-
XX,1a.’ He suggests that these are ‘potential apostates’ who as yet have only defected in mind, not physically 
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people who have stopped living according to the strict interpretation of the law as practised 
by the writer’s community. The question that arises is of course why the writer should 
have found it necessary to use the explanatory phrase ‘and that is the new covenant.’ 
Perhaps it serves to make the warning even more urgent: since the writer’s community 
considered themselves to be the descendants of the ‘new’ Damascus covenant, which those 
who had come out of the exile had established to prevent further judgments of God, how 
much more severely would apostates be judged who had joined this new covenant but 
failed to continue in it? To this effect, the writer repeats what he has stated earlier: neither 
those who fall away nor any of their family ‘will have a part in the house of the Torah.’    
Davies (1982a:176-177) considers the phrase ‘which is the new covenant’ as a 
gloss to explain the expression ‘covenant in the land of Damascus’ that precedes it more 
precisely. He suggests that since ‘the word “new” was added as a necessary qualification 
of the original term, it follows that the new covenant is not associated with Damascus in 
the same way as the original “Damascus covenant”’ (Davies 1982a:177, italics his). The 
new community ‘continued to regard itself as the true community of the (original) 
Damascus covenant,’ and ‘the ancient nomenclature is retained in order to stress that this is 
not a different covenant, while at the same time the word “new” claims that it must not be 
equated strictly with the previous one, which has been superseded (or fulfilled) by the 
Teacher’ (Davies 1982a:177). Thus he prefers the translation, ‘new covenant-in-the-land-
of-Damascus’ (Davies 1982a:177). Davies thinks that the word ‘new’ was inserted because 
the sect condemned anyone who was at variance with the Teacher, after others had 
accepted his teachings (Davies 1982a:177), whereas originally those condemned belonged 
to the parent community (Davies 1982a:178).  
Hultgren (2007:58) also argues ‘that the “new covenant in the land of Damascus” 
... was a group or movement that preceded the existence of the “covenant” that decided to 
boycott the temple,’ whereas the ‘covenant’ group that decided to boycott the temple was a 
later group that ‘viewed itself as standing in continuity with the older “new covenant in the 
land of Damascus”’ as well as ‘the true heir of the new covenant.’ Unlike Davies, he does 
not think that the explanatory phrase ‘that is the new covenant’ in CD 20:12 is a gloss (and 
I think Hultgren is right). The phrase accurately describes the pact (הנמא) mentioned at the 
                                                                                                                                                 
(Davies 1982a:182), having ‘rejected the former and the latter,’ which he interprets as the ‘teachings of the parent 
community’ (the former) and ‘those of the Teacher’ (the latter) (Davies 1982a:183). Though he comments on the 
perceived ambiguity of the term ‘the former’ which may refer to the exodus generation of the Bible or to the parent 
community of the Qumran community before the rise of the Teacher of Righteousness, Davies (1982a:184) clearly 
prefers the latter option for the present context, and I think this is correct. However, I do not believe that the people 
here are just ‘potential apostates;’ in my opinion they have already become apostates, and the writer warns those 
remaining in the community not to join them by pointing out the judgment that awaits them.  
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beginning of CD 20:12, whereas the term ‘covenant’ by itself ‘probably refers to the 
covenant of the group that eventually became Qumran’ (Hultgren 2007:60).  
Hultgren (2007:60) continues to argue that this Qumran covenant ‘arose out of the 
“new covenant in the land of Damascus” and considered itself to be its true heir,’ whereas 
‘those who did not join the “covenant” but who followed instead the men of mockery were 
viewed as traitors’ to both covenants. In other words, while Hultgren is partly in agreement 
with Davies, he actually proposes a position ‘exactly opposite to that proposed by Davies’ 
(Hultgren 2007:61). He continues: ‘The “covenant” is the group that arose out of the “new 
covenant” and that eventually became the Qumran community.’ In support of his position 
Hultgren (2007:61) notes that in ‘the DSS the term “new covenant” is always used to refer 
to an entity in the past tense, never in the present tense’ (cf. Lichtenberger 1995:404) and 
that ‘the Qumran community never identifies itself as the “new covenant”’ (Hultgren 
2007:61). Thus he suggests that the ‘new covenant’ is the ‘parent movement’ whereas the 
‘covenant’ is the title the Qumran community uses to refer to itself (Hultgren 2007:61). 
This position seems to me the most satisfactory explanation of the enigmatic reference in 
CD 20:12.  
 
3.2.2.12.4 Concluding Remarks on the Expression ‘New Covenant in the Land of 
Damascus’ 
Having looked at all the occurrences of the expression ‘new covenant in the land of 
Damascus,’ what is in fact ‘new’ about this covenant? And in what way, if any, is it related 
to Jeremiah’s ‘new covenant’?511 Moreover, considering the other occurrences of the word 
‘covenant’ in CD, what did the writer mean when he used that term?  
First of all, I accept the opinion that the phrase ‘new covenant in the land of 
Damascus’ denotes a group or community preceding the writer’s community. The writer of 
CD considers himself and his community as the successors of this ‘new covenant,’ as the 
‘true Israel,’ so to speak. Whenever he speaks about ‘covenant,’ the writer usually has in 
view either the patriarchal/Sinaitic covenant in general, or he refers specifically to his 
community’s strict interpretation of that covenant, which the members have promised to 
keep.  
The clearest idea of what the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ actually 
entailed is found in the context of CD 6:19. There we are told that ‘those who enter the 
                                                 
511 As Nitzan (1995:487) would have it: ‘this [new] covenant [of CD 6:19; 8:21; 20:12] is considered by [the 
community] to be the fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy (31, 30-33).’ 
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new covenant in the land of Damascus’ did so particularly in order to distinguish 
adequately between pure and defiled, holy and common (CD 6:17-18), and to keep all the 
special holy days of the Jewish calendar according to their proper interpretation (CD 6:18-
19). In other words, at stake were issues of purity and calendar, and in the opinion of the 
sectarians those not belonging to them were at fault in these matters.  
The occurrence in CD 8:21 is more difficult to assess since the next column is 
obviously missing. In the preceding lines the author has noted that God loved the members 
of the new covenant community because they set themselves apart from the common 
people and their customs, but those who did not follow the sect, were judged by God, as 
happened to Gehazi, Elijah’s servant (a negative example) and Baruch, Jeremiah’s scribe 
(a positive example; CD 8:18-21a).512 According to the translation in DSSEL, this may be 
a concluding statement (see my reasoning above), but one might also consider these words 
as the beginning of a new sentence. In this case, neither CD 9:1ff nor CD 15:1ff (which is 
now commonly placed after CD 8) complete the thought of 8:21. 
However, the parallel in CD 19:33-34 may assist here.513 If one assumes a similar 
context for the text following 8:21 (which is possible, but of course only conjecture) the 
‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ there and elsewhere in CD appears to refer to a 
sectarian covenant, though obviously based on the Mosaic law according to its strict 
interpretation by the sectarians. Unlike Jeremiah’s new covenant, which is based on a new 
relationship between God and his people, the newness of the covenant in CD appears to 
consist more of an outward adherence to the rules and regulations of the Mosaic covenant 
according to the interpretation of the community, which alone is considered correct (cf. 
Hultgren 2007:112).514  
                                                 
512 The lines immediately preceding CD 21 read: ‘But as for those who hate him, namely the Builders of the Wall, his 
anger burns [against them]. vacat Like this [is the] judgment is the judgment for all who reject the commandments 
of God, who forsake them and turn [to follow] the stubbornness of their [own] hearts. vacat This is the word which 
Jeremiah spoke to Baruch, son of Neriah, and Elijah to Gehazi his young servant’ (CD 8:18-21a, my translation). 
After a blank in the line, the following words are found: ‘All the men who enter the new covenant in the land of 
Damascus’ (my translation; CD 8:21). 
513 The words concerning Jeremiah and Baruch and Elijah and Gehazi are missing in CD 19. There the text 
immediately preceding our phrase reads: ‘And G[od] hates and despises the Builders of the Wall, and his … anger 
burns against them. And as for all who walk after them, this [is] the judgment for all who reject the commandments 
of G[od] and forsake them and turn [to follow] the stubbornness of their [own] hearts. Thus [it is for] all the men 
who enter the new covenant in the land of Damascus, and [who] have turned away and betrayed and turned aside 
from the well of living waters. They will not be counted/considered (ובשחי אל) in the counsel of the people and in 
their writings/lists they will not be written from the day of being gathered of the unique Teacher until the rising of 
the Messiah from Aaron and from Israel’ (CD 19:31-20:1; my translation). 
514 In his consideration of CD 16:4-6 Kister points out that though in 1QS 5:5 there is an echo of ‘the symbolic 
significance of circumcision’ (Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:41, n. 133, cited by Kister 1999:179; cf. Dt 10:16; Jr 
4:4), the sectarians always insisted on the performance of the physical rite (Baumgarten & Schwartz 1995:41, n. 
133, cf. Kister 1999:179), and the ‘concept of spiritual circumcision is relatively marginal in the Dead Sea Scrolls’ 
(Kister 1999:180).  
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Hultgren (2007:112) may well be correct in assuming that the ‘new covenant’ idea 
of CD arose because there was in exile a felt need to ‘seek’ the Lord and ‘find’ him and 
‘return’ to him wholeheartedly in order that he might restore the people to their land.515 
Certainly in Jeremiah’s letter (Jr 29:13-14) one of the preconditions for the return of the 
exiles to their homeland was the wholehearted seeking and resultant finding of the Lord. A 
few chapters later, God, through Jeremiah, promised a ‘new covenant’ to the people, a 
covenant that was ‘already part of the covenant law of Moses’ (Hultgren 2007:112-113; cf. 
Dt 29-30; compare esp. Dt 30:6 with Jr 31:33). In other words, ‘from a postexilic 
perspective, when God made the covenant with Moses and with Israel, he also made the 
new covenant of Jeremiah,’ which is therefore ‘subsumed under the covenant of the law of 
Moses’ (Hultgren 2007:113). Hultgren therefore believes that even though Jeremiah’s new 
covenant is not mentioned explicitly in CD, the ‘new covenant’ of the sect is nevertheless 
firmly grounded upon it. There is some truth in this, but I would qualify this statement by 
noting that CD’s (i.e. the writer’s) conception of what Jeremiah’s ‘new covenant’ entailed 
is very much based on visible outward performance rather than the inward heart change 
envisaged by Jeremiah. The terminology is also different in Jeremiah and CD. Although 
CD mentions God’s forgiveness (e.g. CD 2:4-5; 3:18; the verbs used are רפכ, ‘to atone,’ 
and אשׂנ, ‘to lift, carry away’) a few times, the verb חלס, to forgive, used in Jeremiah 31:34, 
does not occur in CD (the noun תוחילס, lit. forgivenesses, appears once, at CD 2:4). There 
is no mention of a ‘new heart’ (an expression admittedly not found in Jeremiah either, but 
which seems to be implied by Jr 31:33) which is what ultimately will enable people to love 
God in the way he always wished.516 There is perhaps some implied hint at a ‘new heart’ 
in CD 16:4-5,517 but even this text does not come close to Jeremiah’s statement that God 
himself will intervene on behalf of his people and change them from the inside. 
Another difference between Jeremiah’s new covenant and that of CD is that ‘in 
Jeremiah the new covenant is a promise for the future, while in D the new covenant 
appears consistently as an entity of the past’ (Hultgren 2007:112). Hultgren explains this 
difference away by noting that for the community of CD the ‘words of the prophets had 
already been fulfilled’ and this included ‘Jeremiah’s prophecy of a new covenant’ 
(Hultgren 2007:112). Nevertheless, the fact that apparently quite a number of the members 
                                                 
515 The prayer of Daniel 9 seems to support this view. 
516 Though the opposite of the new heart does appear, namely walking ‘in the stubbornness of one’s heart’ ( תורירשב
םבל; e.g. 2:17; 3:5; 8:19; 19:20). This expression is used almost exclusively in Jeremiah (eight out of ten 
occurrences; one each appear in Dt 29:18 and Ps 81:13). That the writer of CD is well acquainted with Jeremiah is 
also evident elsewhere. These stubborn people are contrasted with those who on the other hand choose to ‘hold firm’ 
(קזח) to God’s commandments (e.g. CD 3:11), an idea that is expressed in a variety of ways. There is, however, no 
direct command to turn from the stubbornness of one’s heart in CD. 
517 ‘And on the day when a man takes it upon his soul to return to the Torah of Moses Mastemah will turn away from 




of the sect fell away after a while and left seems to indicate that the ultimate reality of that 
fulfilment was not yet experienced by them.  
It is also interesting that unlike in Jeremiah, the ‘new covenant’ in CD is never 
contrasted with the ‘old covenant’ (Christiansen 1998:83).518 It appears, therefore, that the 
term ‘“new covenant” cannot be understood simply as replacement of an old covenant,’ 
but the expression is rather ‘used as distinct from a broken covenant’ (Christiansen 
1998:83). In other words, new for the sectarians appears to mean renewed. This is obvious 
from the fact that the sectarians taught ‘the prescriptions of the (“old”) law’ and 
continually emphasised that it had ‘to be kept according to its correct interpretation’ 
(Christiansen 1998:83, note 46). The major issues at stake, as noted above, were 
differences between the sectarians and other Jews regarding purity regulations and the 
(religious) calendar to be observed (cf. e.g. CD 6:17-20; Christiansen 1998:83). The sect 
obviously believed in new revelations, but these did not concern literally ‘“new”519 
revelations but radicalized demands, new ways of interpreting the already-existing 
covenant laws on keeping the Sabbath and other festivals’ (Christiansen 1998:83) as well 
as other matters important to the sect.  
Lastly, though the new covenant is still ‘based on the law of Moses’ (Collins 
2010a:24), it did not include all Israelites indiscriminately but only those who had 
undertaken, with the CD sect, to ‘return to the law of Moses with all [their] heart and soul’ 
(Collins 2010a:24, cf. CD 15:12). In this the sectarian viewpoint is quite similar to Paul’s 
in Romans 9-11. Potentially this ‘new’ covenant was for anybody, including proselytes 
and the children of members, who undertook to do this (Collins 2010a:24), though certain 
people were excluded on the basis of what seems to be merely external defects such as 
blindness, lameness and deafness (CD 15:15-17; 4Q266 8i:6-9) or mental instability 
(‘stupid or deranged,’ CD 15:15; cf. Collins 2010a:24-25). Thus CD’s ‘new covenant … 
creates a new community, with its own rites of admission and expulsion’ (Collins 
2010a:27). While it is based on the Torah (הלגנ, the ‘revealed’ things), it nevertheless had 
its own set of rules and regulations (רתסנ, the ‘things hidden’) that were not to be disclosed 
to would-be entrants until they had been investigated by the Overseer (רקבמ; cf. Collins 
2010a:27-28).  
                                                 
518 At least not in the terms Jeremiah gives (31:31-34), i.e. the fact that the old covenant was never kept, whereas the 
new covenant would be kept because of God’s enabling.  
519 If ‘new’ is defined as ‘never heard before.’ 
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3.2.3 Concluding Remarks on תיִרְבּ in CD 
The Damascus Document begins, almost like certain sections in the prophets, with a 
reference to a covenant lawsuit (ביר) that God has with mankind. It sets the scene for the 
rest of the document, which exhibits elements of a covenant document. For example, CD 
begins with a historical introduction (CD 1:1-2:13), and there is a large section containing 
detailed legislation (CD 9-16) on a variety of issues important to the community it is 
addressed to. Parts of CD are heavily dependent on Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 
(which contain the covenant blessings and curses; cf. CD 1:17-18) and Deuteronomy 29-
30, which outlines the covenant renewal on the brink of Israel’s crossing the Jordan.  
There are a number of expressions that are either rare, or unique to CD or to the 
DSS. The first of these is םינשאר תירב, literally the ‘first’ or ‘former covenant’ or ‘covenant 
of the first ones,’ or ‘covenant of the forefathers’ (CD 1:4; cf. Lv 26:45). It was suggested 
that the םינשאר are probably the patriarchs, but the term can also be transferred to the 
exodus generation, or indeed the predecessors of the writer’s community.  
The writer refers on several occasions to the members of his community (or that of 
their predecessors) as תירב יאב, ‘those who enter[ed] the covenant,’ an expression that does 
not occur in the MT. On one occasion he calls them תירב ילעב, ‘owners/partners of the 
covenant,’ which in the context is parallel to ‘friends of God’ (לאל םיבהוא, CD 3:3-4) and 
perhaps reminiscent of Isaiah 41:8 and 2 Chronicles 20:7. Those who enter the covenant, 
whether children of members or new entrants, do so by swearing an oath ‘by the curses (or 
‘vows’, תולא) of the covenant’ (CD 15:1-2).  
The phrase לא תירב, ‘covenant of God,’ which appears several times, seems to have 
been used instead of the expression ‘covenant of YHWH’ in the MT, since our writer, like 
most DSS, prefers to avoid the divine name. In CD 3:11 the reference is explicitly to the 
Sinai covenant, but elsewhere the writer refers to the sectarians’ commitment to keep the 
Mosaic law according to their strict interpretation of it, in particular as regards the ‘hidden 
matters’ of the law which the community believed they had uncovered through their 
exegesis.  
Another unique expression is found at CD 10:6: תירבה ידוסי (lit. ‘foundations of the 
covenant’). The term is yet another way of referring to the sectarians’ strict interpretation 
of the Mosaic law, as is the phrase הבושת תירב, ‘covenant of repentance’ (or perhaps better, 
returning, i.e. to the strict adherence of God’s law) at CD 19:16.  
Only CD among the DSS mentions a ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus.’ I 
conclude that the reference to Damascus is more likely figurative than literal and probably 
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refers to the (Babylonian) exile. The whole expression ‘new covenant in the land of 
Damascus’ is likely a reference to the predecessors of the writer’s community, whose strict 
interpretation of the Mosaic law he and his contemporaries have adopted. Moreover, 
whereas CD 1-16 seems to have been written at a time when apostasy was a threat, but 
possibly not yet a reality among the members of the writer’s community (or not yet too 
serious a matter for concern), the situation in CD 19-20 seems to have been somewhat 
different. There, the writer/editor obviously is concerned about actual defection on a 
significant scale, and his warnings against apostasy to the remaining members are 
therefore more pronounced and severe.  Thus CD 19-20 appears to belong to a different 
recension than CD 1-16, adapted to the writer’s/editor’s situation.  
The ‘newness’ of the ‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ appears to refer 
more to an outward adherence of the law rather than an inward renewal as promised by 
Jeremiah. Whereas the biblical ‘new covenant’ is considered as future throughout, the 
‘new covenant in the land of Damascus’ always refers to something that happened in the 
past and that is being applied by the writer’s/editor’s community. There is no comparison 
between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’, as in Jeremiah, but a consistent reference to the 
importance of keeping the Mosaic law perfectly. What is new is the community’s 





3.3 Explanatory Notes on Selected Sections of the Community Rule 
(1QS) with Special Reference to Covenant Terminology   
3.3.1 Introduction – Nature and Organization of the Scroll 
The Manual of Discipline or Community Rule (1QS) was, together with 1QM and 1QH, 
one of the seven scrolls found in 1947 in what is now called Qumran Cave 1.520 It has 
eleven well preserved columns of text that is often reminiscent of CD. Apart from the 
Cave 1 copy, ten fragmentary manuscripts were found in Cave 4, and also one in Cave 5 
(VanderKam & Flint 2002:217; cf. Schofield 2009:70).521 Of these, the most important, 
since they are the best preserved, are 4QSb, 4QSd and 4QSe. 4QSb, d are almost ‘identical in 
form and content’ (Schofield 2009:70) and therefore considered to belong to the same 
textual family. 4QSb seems to be closest to 1QS since it contains ‘the same sections of the 
Community Rule as does 1QS’ (Metso 1997:151), though it is much shorter than 1QS. The 
Cave 4 manuscripts are also younger than 1QS,522 which is usually dated to ca. 100-75 
BCE (Schofield 2009:78-79). However, a number of scholars believe the content of the 
cave 4 manuscripts to be earlier than that of 1QS (e.g. Metso 1997:152; Collins 2010a:53). 
The scope of the present work does not permit me to go into the details of this argument, 
but it appears to me that despite the difficulties inherent in this view it is a possible 
scenario. Since the Cave 4 manuscripts sometimes differ significantly from 1QS, these 
differences will be highlighted where they are relevant for the discussion of תירב below.  
The content of 1QS appears to be a somewhat haphazard ‘conglomeration of 
discrete units’ of text (Schofield 2009:87), but since this is what has been transmitted it 
must have been put together by its author/redactor in a way that at least to him was 
considered an ‘integrated whole’ (cf. Schofield 2009:87) and was addressed to a specific 
audience (perhaps the ליכשמ ‘instructor’ of the community?). The beginning of the scroll is 
broken, but it appears to begin with directions to the ‘Instructor’ (1QS 1:1, DSSSE; the 
word is supplied) on what he should teach new entrants about his community (1QS 1:1-
15). The next section outlines the ritual to be followed by new members as they are 
admitted into the community (1QS 1:16-2:18), gives instructions about the ritual for the 
yearly covenant renewal festival (1QS 2:19-25), and states what is to be done if someone 
is unwilling to enter into the fellowship: only if he repents of his stubborn ways can he be 
admitted (1QS 2:25-3:12). 1QS 3:13-4:26 gives instructions regarding the spirits of light 
                                                 
520 Also found in Qumran cave 1 and considered to have originally belonged to 1QS were two other works, 1QSa (Rule 
of the Congregation), consisting of two columns, and 1QSb (Rule of Blessings), consisting of five columns. Due to 
space restrictions, these two works will not be considered here. 
521 The Cave 4 and 5 copies do not have Sa or Sb attached. 
522 Based on palaeographical data, Schofield (2009:80) dates 4QSb, d (which exhibit similar scripts) to about 30-1 BCE, 
and 4QSe to about 50-25 BCE, though there is some debate about this latter date (cf. Schofield 2009:80).  
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and darkness and their followers (the Sons of Light and the Sons of Belial). A new section 
begins at 1QS 5:1 which gives regulations about the conduct of meetings, ‘admission of 
new members’ and punishments for those who break the rules (cf. VanderKam & Flint 
2002:217). From 1QS 8:1-10:5 the writer outlines again the nature of his community, and 
the work closes with a hymn of praise (1QS 10:5-11:22; cf. VanderKam & Flint 
2002:217).  
In 1QS the term תירב occurs thirty-three times; in 1QSa it appears four times and in 
1QSb nine times, but for reasons of space I will only consider 1QS. One interesting feature 
of 1QS is that the word רבע in connection with תירב means ‘enter’ rather than ‘break’ the 
covenant. At the relevant place this will be commented on in more detail.  
 
3.3.2 The occurrences of תיִרְבּ in 1QS 
3.3.2.1 1QS 1:1-3:12 
The first occurrence of תירב in 1QS 1:8 comes in the context of instructions to the 
unnamed leader (or ‘instructor’, the Maskil ליכשמ, 1QS 1:1; cf. DSSSE where the word is 
supplied) of the community whose task it is to ‘bring (יבהל; Hiph inf cons אוב + prep ל) all 
who freely volunteer to perform the statutes of God into the covenant of mercy’ (1QS 1:7-
8, my translation, but cf. DSSEL; דסח תירבב לא יקוח יושעל םיבדנה לוכ תא יבהל). This initiatory 
section outlines the purpose of the Community rule and is apparently concerned with the 
initiation of new members into the community523 (Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:7, n. 3). 
The phrase דסח תירב is significant because this never appears in the HB, and only twice in 
the DSS, once in the present context, and once in 1QHa 27:7. What does it mean, and how 
should it be translated in 1QS 1:8? 
In the HB the two words occur together in a few instances elsewhere, but they are 
usually separated by the conjunction. In all the references the writer shows that God ‘keeps 
covenant and lovingkindness/mercy’ (Dt 7:9, 1 Ki 8:23, 2 Chr 6:14, Neh 1:5, Neh 9:32, Dn 
9:4 -  ר ֵֹ֧משׁדֶס ֶ֗חַהְו תי ִ֣רְבַּה ; Dt 7:12 - דֶס ֶ֔חַה־תֶאְו ֙תיִרְבַּה־ֽתֶא ֗ךְָל ךָי ֶ֜הלֱֹא ה ָ֨וְהי ֩רַמָשְׁו). This expression 
seems to have been coined by the Deuteronomist(s) and is taken up by writers who base 
their own theology upon them (cf. Zobel 1986:60).524   
                                                 
523 From 1QS 2:19 it is evident that the ceremony that is described was held yearly for all members of the community, 
whereas new members were admitted at the same time. Nevertheless, at this stage it seems the writer is emphasising 
the entrance of new members to the community. The fact that old members also participate is only mentioned as an 
afterthought, as it were, in 1QS 2:19. 
524 Since דֶסֶח has been considered above on Daniel 9:4, this discussion need not be repeated here.  
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The reference to דסח תירב in 1QHa 27:7 (see also comments on this text below) 
appears in a rather fragmentary text, with lacunae supplemented by the translator from 
elsewhere. The words [ו]ידסח תירב ([his] covenant of mercy) are, however, clearly visible 
(though the 3ms suffix has been supplemented). The context seems to indicate that God 
lifts up the lowly and does great miracles for them so ‘that they might know the covenant 
of [His] mercy’ (DSSEL 1QHa 27:4-8) and as a result acknowledge (and praise) his work 
for them. This occurrence is not very helpful to establish the meaning of the phrase in 1QS 
1:8.  
McCready (2011:299) suggests that in 1QS 1:8 the expression דסח תירב should be 
translated ‘covenant of friendship,’ following a discussion by Brownlee (1951:7 and 
Appendix B, 48-49) on the meaning of this word in the Manual of Discipline. In view of 
the fact that דסח is a word that connotes loyalty between parties bound in a relationship 
(e.g. inter-human relationships or the relationship between God and humans) this might be 
an acceptable suggestion (cf. Baer & Gordon 1997:211-213). However, as noted above 
(see on Daniel 9:4), דסח also involves divine mercy, grace and forbearance. In the context 
of 1QS 1, I think that the expression דסח תירב does not merely refer to a covenant between 
human beings (as the translation ‘covenant of friendship’ seems to imply), but includes 
especially the covenant of the community with God. This is also expressed by Zimmerli 
(1974:281), who notes that the main emphasis in דסח תירב is on the divine דסח. Moreover, 
he continues to outline the specific emphasis of the yaḥad on the special revelation they 
received from God and which they continued to teach (Zimmerli 1974:282; cf. CD 3:14ff; 
Dt 29:29; 1QS 8:11f). This gives the expression דסח תירב a nuance that goes beyond the 
OT use of דסח (Zimmerli 1974:283525). Nevertheless, because of the significance of the 
divine mercy in the context of 1QS, I would prefer a translation such as ‘covenant of 
faithfulness’ or ‘covenant of mercy’ for דסח תירב at 1QS 1:8.  
From the context in 1QS 1, the covenant referred to is the rules of the congregation 
which are, of course, based on the Mosaic covenant. The expression ‘covenant of mercy’ 
(דסח תירב) shows that the writer considered the keeping of the laws according to the strict 
interpretation of the community not as a burden but rather as a duty, perhaps even joy, a 
means to please God. The most important aspect of pleasing God according to our writer is 
the deliberate choice to do whatever God commanded through Moses and the prophets 
                                                 
525 ‘Alle biblizistische Prägung und der gelegentliche Rekurs auf Israel und Mose darf nicht darüber hinwegtäuschen, 
daß der Ruf zur göttlichen Barmherzigkeit, der in der דסח תירב von Qumran erhoben wird, ein Mehr über das der 
Gemeinde Israels in ihrer Geschichte und der göttlichen Gesetzgebung durch Mose offenbar Gemachte hinaus zu 
besitzen beansprucht. … Die Qumrangemeinde glaubt die Wirkungsmacht des göttlichen דסח in ihrem Vollzug 
gebunden an das Sonderwissen und die Sondergebote, die diesem “Israel”, das der Sphäre Belials entflohen ist, im 
Besonderen eigen sind’ (Zimmerli 1974:283). 
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(1QS 1:3). The phrase ‘and the prophets’ is an important qualifier, as it indicates that not 
merely the Pentateuch but also other books that we now know as the Old Testament and 
probably also other texts such as Jubilees and the Enoch literature were included in the 
teaching of God’s word to the community.  
Another important point is made by the writer in 1QS 1:9 where it is indicated that 
the community’s rules stipulated that members do everything ‘(according to) all that was 
revealed for their appointed times that were appointed them’526 (םתודועת ידעומ̇ל תולגנה לוכ; 
1QS 1:8-9, my translation). In other words, the writer points out already at the beginning 
of the document that the correct time527 for performing religious ceremonies is extremely 
important for the community, and that this is part of what it means to properly keep the 
covenant (see also evidence elsewhere in the document, e.g. 1QS 1:14-16).  
New members must ‘love’ their new companions, the Sons of Light, and ‘hate’ 
their old ones, the Sons of Darkness (1QS 1:10). This particular instruction is reminiscent 
of Jesus’ observation that those who do not hate their father, mother, etc. cannot be his 
disciples. In the same way the community demanded a complete break of the new converts 
with old ties so that they would be able to live by their strict rules. However, the writer of 
1QS also stresses that converts to his community did so out of their own free will (he calls 
them םיבדנה, e.g. at 1QS 1:11): they were not forced to do so.  
A brief comment on this term, םיבדנה, is in order. The root בדנ only occurs 
seventeen times in the HB528 and twenty-four times in the DSS.529 Stauber (2011) has 
researched this term in some detail. He suggests that ‘any section [in 1QS] that uses √בדנ is 
talking not about human agency but rather about the realization of divine agency’ (Stauber 
2011:352). He further proposes the translation ‘all those who have been incited/inspired to 
do (follow) God’s laws’ for 1QS 1:7 (Stauber 2011:355, italics added), instead of ‘all who 
volunteer’ (DSSEL) or ‘all those who freely volunteer’ (DSSSE). Furthermore, Stauber 
argues that the occurrence of the Hithpael participle (םיבדנתמה) in 1QS 5:1 should also be 
translated ‘the inspired ones’ (i.e. as a reflexive of the Qal, Stauber 2011:355), rather than 
                                                 
526 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:7) translate ‘all revealed (laws) at their appointed times’ (italics added). 
527 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:3) point out that the community followed an adapted solar calendar, rather than the 
lunar calendar that was observed in Jerusalem.  
528 Of these 14 occurrences, 5 appear in 1 Chronicles 29, in connection with people volunteering material to contribute 
to the eventual building of the temple; similarly the occurrences in Ezra and Nehemiah all concern voluntary gifts or 
a willingness to do something. With the exception of three occurrences in Exodus, all of the biblical occurrences are 
in the Hithpael and are translated ‘volunteer’ in the NASB. The three occurrences in Exodus are all in the Qal and 
are translated ‘stir.’ They all occur in the context of the tabernacle being built, telling of people being stirred either 
by the Spirit or their own heart to contribute to its construction (so also HALOT). Stauber (2011) based his research 
on this fact and Dimant’s suggestion that the root’s ‘essential meaning ... is revelatory’ (Dimant 1984:538; quoted 
by Stauber 2011:352). 
529 Of these 24 occurrences, 9 are in 1QS, an indication of the significance of this term for the writer of this document. 
Two of these 9 occurrences in 1QS are Niphal participles, all the others are Hithpael participles.  
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as ‘those who volunteer.’ He believes that the ‘Treatise of the Two Spirits’ in 1QS proves 
that the DSS sectarians ‘believed that God determined all, and thus theirs is a metaphysics 
of fatalism’ (Stauber 2011:356). This is an interesting, even possible, suggestion but I 
wonder whether here the premise that the sect behind 1QS was deterministic did not in fact 
inspire the proposition. If the Hithpael is considered the reflexive of the Qal, one would be 
equally justified in translating ‘stir oneself,’ i.e. ‘volunteer,’ in 1QS 5:1, as in fact the other 
translations do (cf. Conrad 1998:226).530  
The remaining occurrences of תירב in 1QS 1:16, 18, 20 and 24 appear, like the first 
occurrence in 1QS 1:8, in the context of new members (םיאבה,531 lit. ‘those who enter’) 
being initiated into the community. In these lines the word 532רבע is used to describe the act 
of entering into the covenant. Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:9, n. 19) correctly observe 
that the terms אוב and רבע ‘represent the strong social barriers constructed by the 
community.’ It is significant that the expression תירב ערב  only occurs in the Community 
Rule documents and once in 4Q439533 with the meaning ‘entering the covenant.’534  
The question is of course why the author of 1QS should have preferred the term 
רבע instead of simply אוב for new members/converts ‘entering’ the community. The 
translators of 1QS in DSSEL in fact render the term ‘initiate’ and ‘those who enter’ 
‘initiates.’ If entering the community was considered like a conversion experience, it is 
actually a very fitting term for ‘crossing/passing over’ from the state of unconversion (if 
such a term exists) and darkness to one of conversion (see also Evans 2003:63) and thus 
enlightenment, since the community considered itself as the community of the Sons of 
Light, whereas outsiders were labelled Sons of Darkness. The biblical clue for the use of 
the word comes from the only use of רבע in the sense of ‘entering’ a covenant in 
Deuteronomy 29. In my discussion of this passage (Linington 2002:709) I suggested that 
                                                 
530 Conrad (1998:226) observes that at Qumran the root בדנ is used in ways similar to the OT, but also that often there 
is a special nuance indicating ‘the converted of Israel who have left the land of Judah and live strictly according to 
the law, in other words, those who have freely joined this new community.’ 
531 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:7, n. 13) rightly observe that אוב in the DSS is a terminus technicus for entering the 
community. 
532 Most often רבע in the Qal means to ‘pass by, walk over, cross over’ (Stähli 1997:832-833). In connection with 
covenant, the word usually means ‘transgress’ (cf. Stähli 1997:834), except in Deuteronomy 29. Stähli (1997:835) 
rightly notes that in Deuteronomy 29:11 and in 1QS 1:16 etc. ‘[t]he expression ʿbr bibrît yhwh “to enter into the 
covenant of Yahweh” … may … ultimately refer to the rite of passage between the parts of a butchered animal 
associated with covenant making.’ Cf. also Linington (2002:708ff).  
533 4Q439 (Lament by a Leader) 1i 2:2. 
534 The two words occur in context twenty one times in the DSS. Of these, three occurrences are used in the same way 
as תירבב יאב, namely תירבב םירבוע (1QS 1:20, 24 and 2:10), ‘those who enter/cross over into the covenant.’ Several 
other similar uses appear in 1QS 1:16, five in 4Q parallels to 1QS, 4Q439 1i, 2:2 (all with the meaning ‘entering the 
covenant’). The meaning ‘transgress the covenant’ features once in 11Q19 (Temple Scroll), four times in CD and 
three times in 4Q fragments of CD, as well as two others. Elsewhere in the DSS, and even in 1QS itself, the word 
רבע is often used in the sense of ‘transgress’ in contexts relating to God’s commandments (e.g. CD 10:3; 1QS 5:7, 
14; 8:22; 1QHa 12:27 etc.), but it may also mean ‘reaching’ a certain age (e.g. CD 15:6) or it is used to express the 
notion of ‘passing’ (e.g. 1QpHab 4:9; 1QS 2:19-21) or ‘entering’ (i.e. pass over into) a land (e.g. 1QpHab 4:11). 
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the reason for Deuteronomy to use רבע for ‘entering’ the covenant at this juncture was that 
a new physical and spiritual boundary was about to be crossed by the Israelites. They were 
on the brink of completing the wandering through the wilderness and entering the land of 
Canaan. I suggested that the word רבע involves activity by the people: they had to do 
something, to make an effort, and I suggest the same reasoning applies here in 1QS. By 
using this particular terminology the writer points out that something completely new is 
going to happen to the new member of the community. He is now an ‘initiate,’ an ‘insider’ 
and therefore the translators of 1QS in DSSEL are correct to use the word ‘initiate’ in this 
context. That this part of 1QS is heavily indebted to Deuteronomy becomes even more 
evident in the following sections.  
It is also significant that in 1QS 1:16-17 both אוב and רבע are used: ‘Those who 
enter (םיאבה) into the rule of the Community shall cross over (ורובעי) into the covenant 
before God to do everything which he has commanded’ (my translation; לוכו  כרסב םיאבה
הוצ רשא לוככ תושעל לא ינפל{ ׅׄא} תירבב ורובעי דחיה, DSSEL). I believe that this is not merely a 
stylistic feature of the writer. He makes the theological point just highlighted: ‘those who 
enter’ do not merely join a community, but they make a complete break with their past life. 
Perhaps the writer had in mind the crossing of the Jordan,535 which meant an irreversible 
break with Israel’s past history: after crossing the river (which had been divided by God so 
that they could cross over, רבע, easily) the river flowed back and became a boundary 
between the old and new, the wilderness and the promised land, that was not easily crossed 
again. In the same way the entrance of a new ‘initiate’ into the Community of 1QS meant a 
complete break with his past life. The initiate had to forsake his past life, vow to obey all 
the commandments of God as interpreted by the community, and he was warned that 
backsliding from his new position would have the gravest possible consequences. The 
following paragraphs outline the duties of the new member and the proper admission 
procedure to be followed.  
Entering the community meant a commitment to the strict adherence to the Law of 
Moses (הוצ רשא לוככ, ‘according to all that he commanded;’ 1QS 1:17) as interpreted by 
the community and is referred to here as the ‘covenant before God’ (  ... תירבבינפל לא ; 1QS 
1:16). Moreover, the new members must not ‘turn back’ (בוש) from their resolve because 
of fear (המיאו דחפ), presumably of persecution, or because of testing (ףרצמו) ‘during the 
dominion of Belial’ (1QS 1:18, DSSSE). Apparently there was a real danger that new 
converts would fall away from their new-found faith (if one may call it thus) due to open 
                                                 
535 See Evans (2003:63) who makes a similar point, noting that ‘the language of “entering” (אוב) and ‘crossing over’ 
(רבע) is reminiscent of the tradition of Israel crossing the Jordan River and entering the Promised Land’ (cf. Dt 9:1, 
which he proceeds to quote). 
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persecution from outsiders or perhaps even simply because the austere lifestyle of the 
community was too taxing. The term for ‘testing,’ ףרצ, in this context is noteworthy.536 In 
Daniel 11:35, the word occurs in connection with the persecution that those who have 
understanding (םיליכשמה) will endure at the time of the end, when some of them will fall 
which will be for the refining (ףרצ) and purging of the rest. Daniel 12:10 makes it clear 
that such purging, purifying and refining (ףרצ) will only be happening to the many (םיבר) 
who remain faithful, whereas others will fall away. The connotation of the word therefore 
seems to be refinement by the most extreme means (fire in the crucible for metal, hard 
circumstances and persecution for people) in order to get the purest possible end-product. 
In the context of 1QS 1:16, the testing envisaged is apparently that of opposition against 
members of the group.  
Next the writer outlines the procedure or liturgy to be followed when new members 
are initiated into the community (1QS 1:18b-2:18). This long section begins with a 
blessing by the priests and Levites who are present (1QS 1:18b-19), which the new 
entrants (תירבב םירבועה) are to confirm by saying ‘Amen, Amen’ (1QS 1:20) as they enter 
the covenant (תירבב םירבועבו, 1:18). Next the priests have to recite God’s wonderful acts on 
behalf of Israel, whereas the Levites have to confess their sins ‘during the dominion of 
Belial’ (1QS 1:21-24). This confession is to be emulated by the new entrants ( םירבועבו
תירבב, 1:24), who are given the precise words they are to use in their confession (1QS 
1:24-2:1). Some of these words are reminiscent of Daniel’s prayer of confession in chapter 
9, though only ונא[טח] and ונעשרה appear here in 1QS. Daniel is far more precise and 
extensive than this prayer, which simply confesses transgression, sin and evil, but like 
Daniel the new entrants identify with their forebears in their prayer of confession by noting 
how they and their fathers before them had sinned against God and thus incurred his 
judgment (1QS 1:25-26).537  
More to the point, three of the words of Solomon’s prayer at the temple dedication 
(1 Ki 8, esp. verses 46-52; 2 Chr 6, esp. verses 36-39) are used in the present context. 
Solomon envisages a time when Israel is in exile because of her sin, but then comes to her 
senses, repents and prays to God from the foreign land where they are exiled, saying, ‘We 
have sinned, we have committed iniquity, we have acted wickedly’ (וּנְע ָֽשָׁרְו וּני ִ֖וֱעֶה וּנא ָ֥טָח, 1 
                                                 
536 In the HB, ףרצ occurs thirty-three times and is used for the refining process of metal (especially gold and silver) by 
a smith (who incidentally is called ףֵרוֹצ, e.g. Is 40:19) or of people by God, for God’s testing (i.e. limiting, sorting 
out by exclusion) Gideon’s forces (Jdg 7:4), and for the purity (i.e. refined nature) of God’s word (Ps 119:140). 




Ki 8:46, 2 Chr 6:37).538 The next verse then notes that if the people thus ‘return to You 
with all their heart and with all their soul’ (2 Chr 6:38, NASB, ם ָ֔שְַׁפנ־לָכְבוּ ֙םָבִּל־לָכְבּ ךָי ֶ֗לֵא וּב ָ֣שְׁו, 
cf. 1 Ki 8:48) and pray to God, that God may listen to their prayers, forgive them and 
‘maintain their cause’ (2 Chr 6:39, NASB; cf. 1 Ki 8:49-50). The writer of 1QS has 
changed the words and word order of 2 Chronicles 6:37 slightly539 and added ‘we have 
transgressed’ (ונעשרה ו̇נא[טח]  ֯ו֯נ֯ע֯ש[פ] וניוענ, 1QS 1:25-26, DSSEL), but one cannot help but 
wonder whether this episode was in his mind when he penned these lines. If this is so, he 
obviously intended this ceremony in his community to convey such a return to God as 
Solomon envisaged, with the hope that God would turn in favour towards this repentant 
remnant. The repeated emphasis in 1QS on returning to God ‘with all their heart and with 
all their soul’ supports this supposition.   
The prayer then quickly turns to God’s mercy upon them (1QS 2:1) and the priests 
follow this prayer by the entrants by blessing the whole community (1QS 2:2-4) with a 
blessing similar to that of Numbers 6:24-26 (cf. Nitzan 2000:97), but not using God’s 
personal name and adding certain items that do not occur in the Numbers passage (cf. 
Zimmerli 1974:278-279). The ceremony also includes a section of curses by the Levites on 
all outsiders, the ‘men of the lot of Belial’ (1QS 2:4-9), which is to be confirmed by those 
who enter the covenant (תירבב םירבועבו, 2:10) with ‘Amen, Amen.’ This reciting of 
blessings and curses is reminiscent of the covenant ceremony in Deuteronomy 27-28, 
especially the ceremony on Mt Ebal (cf. Stallman 1995:182; Schiffman 2004:274, 
2010:251), though this chapter is not quoted.540 However, 1QS adds an eschatological 
dimension to the ‘themes of protection, illumination, and peace’ that is not present in the 
original the Aaronic blessing (םימלוע םולשל ... םימלוע תעדב, 1QS 2:3, 4; Anderson 2011:51). 
Furthermore, ‘[t]he threefold theme of no mercy, no forgiveness, no peace’ in the curses 
‘is reminiscent of the prologue and epistles of Enoch and is directed against outsiders’ 
(Anderson 2011:51), and the curse too is ‘viewed eschatologically, םימלוע ירורא (1QS 
II:17)’ (Anderson 2011:52). Anderson, significantly, observes that one of the purposes of 
this recitation of the blessings and curses has to do with the demarcation of ‘socio-
religious boundaries’, a fact that is advanced by the use of the word רבע in the context, 
which clearly indicates ‘boundary language’ (Anderson 2011:52).541 He does, however, 
see no connection to Deuteronomy 29 (see below). The citation of blessings and curses 
                                                 
538 Schiffman (2004:274; 2010:251) notes that the confession of the people here is ‘similar to that which became the 
norm in later Jewish penitential ritual.’ 
539 וניוענ is Niphal pf 1cp of הוע, whereas וּני ִ֖וֱעֶה is Hiphil pf 1cs; ונעשרה is Hiphil pf 1cs whereas וּנְע ָֽשָׁרְו is Qal. The word 
order in BHS is וּנְע ָֽשָׁרְו וּני ִ֖וֱעֶה וּנא ָ֥טָח, whereas in 1QS 1:25-26 it is ונעשרה ונ̇א[טח]  ֯ו֯נ֯ע֯ש[פ] וניוענ. 
540 Falk (2011:275) notes that though there is confession of sin, there is no plea for forgiveness here.  
541 Anderson (2011:53) continues to observe that the curses on outsiders functioned ‘as a back-handed blessing to the 
Ingroup which uttered the curse and as a force to deny others participation in that community.’ 
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also ‘functioned as a tool of social control and a way to convey social values’ (Anderson 
2011:53), i.e. they were a deterrent against apostasy. Anderson (2011:59) aptly 
summarises: ‘The threat of curse and promise of blessing enhanced social solidarity, 
marginalized outsiders, and coerced obedience to social sanctions.’ While they were based 
on biblical blessings and curses, the blessings and curses of the Yaḥad went much further 
since ‘their rhetoric affirmed the dualistic and deterministic ideology of the [community] 
concerning the identity and struggle between light and darkness, between the lots of God 
and Belial’ (Anderson 2011:59). Thus, the ‘community adapted a “new covenant” for 
themselves that did not apply to all nations, or even to all Israel for that matter, but only 
those who remained faithful to the community itself and adhered to its strictest codes. All 
others were cursed’ (Anderson 2011:59). The double Amen (1QS 2:10) of the entrants in 
response to the blessings and curses is evocative of the response of the people of Jerusalem 
at Ezra’s reading of the law in Nehemiah 8:6542 (Stallman 1995:182).  
In Deuteronomy 27 it is the Levites who are pronouncing the curses, and the curses 
are on anybody within the covenant community who is transgressing certain rules, whereas 
in 1QS 2:4-9 those cursed are the ‘men of the lot of Belial’ (cf. Falk 2011:275). The curses 
for potential apostates among insiders follow in the next section (1QS 2:11ff). Nitzan 
(2000:97) rightly observes that the curses recited in 1QS 2:4-9 are ‘formulated with greater 
detail and greater freedom than the corresponding blessing[s]’ and include at ‘the 
beginning of each sentence ... a verb of malediction, opposed to the verb of felicitation at 
the beginning of the corresponding sentence in the blessing.’ 
The ceremony in 1QS 2:11-17 continues with a series of curses by both priests 
and Levites on the new entrants to warn them of the danger of apostasy. This is done by 
referring almost verbatim to Deuteronomy 29:18-20, though with some significant 
adaptations.543 Deuteronomy 29:18 reads:  ֹ֙רמאֵל וֹ֤בָבְלִבּ ךְ ֵ֨רָבְּתִהְו תא ֹ֗ זַּה ה ָ֜לאָָֽה י ֵ֨רְבִדּ־תֶא ֩וֹעְמָשְׁבּ ה ָ֡יָהְו
 ָ֖וָרָה תוֹ֥פְס ןַע ַ֛מְל ךְ ֵ֑לֵא י ִ֖בִּל תוּ֥רִרְשִׁבּ י ִ֛כּ י ִ֔לּ־ֶהיְֽהִי םוֹ֣לָשֽׁהָאֵמְצַּה־תֶא ה , ‘And it shall be when he hears the 
words of this oath/curse he will bless himself in his heart, saying, “It will be well with 
me, though I am walking in the stubbornness of my heart, so that the dry land together 
with the well-watered land may be snatched away’ (my translation; italics added, 
showing where 1QS differs). Note that Deuteronomy speaks about hearing ‘the words of 
this curse,’ whereas 1QS 2:13 has ‘when he hears the words of this covenant.’ There are 
                                                 
542 At this ceremony Levites were present to explain the law to the people. 
543 Weise (1961:104) rightly notes that Deuteronomy is quoted neither verbatim nor arbitrarily, but that the text has 
been purposefully adapted by the writers (‘dessen Text weder buchstäblich noch willkürlich zitiert wird, sondern 
offensichtlich eine bewusste Umprägung der alttestamentlichen Vorlage darstellt’). In a footnote (Weise 1961:104, 
n. 2) he observes further that this re-written text constitutes a commentary, just as is the case with the deliberate 
rewriting of the Aaronic blessing in 1QS 2:1b-4a.  
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two other, minor changes that do not affect the meaning or translation of the passage 
(Deuteronomy has ךְ ֵ֨רָבְּת ִהְו and י ִ֔לּ־ֶהיְֽהִי whereas 1QS 2:13 has ךרבתי544 and יל יהי). It is not 
clear why the writer of 1QS changed the wording from ‘curses’ to ‘covenant.’ It may 
merely have been a slip of memory, or it may be that he considered the curses as part of 
the covenant. This is perhaps more likely, since in 1QS 2:15-16 he says that anyone who 
follows the stubbornness of his own heart may be consumed by God’s anger ‘for 
everlasting destruction’ and that in addition ‘all the curses of this covenant’ may ‘stick 
fast (קבד) to him’ (DSSSE, תוזה תירבה תולא לוכ וב וקבדי; Dt 29:19 has  ה ָ֔לאָ ָ֣ה־לָכּ ֙וֹבּ 545הָצְב ָ֤רְו
֑הֶזַּה רֶפ ֵ֣סַּבּ ה ָ֖בוּתְכַּה).  
Moreover, the writer also adapts the curse of Deuteronomy 29:18 from saying that 
both the watered and the dry areas will vanish to a more enigmatic saying that the spirit of 
the apostate, both dry and moist, will dwindle, and that God will never forgive him (1QS 
2:14-15; cf. Dt 29:18-19). Weise (1961:107) has a very interesting, and I believe plausible, 
explanation for this change. He observes that Deuteronomy itself is problematic at this 
point. He notes that whereas the expression וחור התפסנו (‘his spirit will dwindle’) is 
comprehensible, the following statement (הוורה םע האמצה, lit. ‘the thirst with the 
abundance’) in connection with it is not. He suggests that the Targumim may give suitable 
assistance in understanding the expression. They read, according to his translation, ‘in 
order to increase unwitting sin with intentional sin.’546 Weise (1961:107-108) proposes 
that if one replaces הוורה in 1QS 2:14 with  יבוח אתולשׁ (יאטח) and האמצה with התנדז יבוח, this 
not only gives a reasonable meaning, but also explains why 1QS rearranged the order of 
the text. The sect considered inadvertent sin seriously, but capable of forgiveness and 
punished it with exclusion for two years, whereas deliberate sin was punished by 
permanent exclusion. The expression וחור התפסנו (‘his spirit will dwindle’) expresses the 
latter; it means permanent exclusion from the community (cf.  Charlesworth & Qimron 
1994:11, who translate 1QS 2:14-15 ‘May his spirit be destroyed, (suffering) thirst along 
with saturation, without forgiveness’). Furthermore, this destruction of an apostate will be 
                                                 
544 Rendsburg (2010) agrees with Schniedewind (1999:235-252, esp. 239, 250-251) that Qumran Hebrew is an 
‘antilanguage’ developed by the Qumran scribes to lend authority to their writings. However, there is significant 
evidence that the scribes were familiar with the developments of spoken Hebrew around them, and this familiarity is 
obvious in such features as decreased use of wayyiqtol and weqatal forms (Rendsburg 2010:226). Rendsburg 
(2010:226) observes that this is the case with the present quotation from Deuteronomy, which has the weqatal form 
ךְ ֵ֨רָבְּתִהְו, whereas 1QS uses ‘the simple prefix-conjugation form ךרבתי.’ Many of the changes noted undoubtedly fall 
under similar categories of change, but this work is not the place to comment on the development of the Hebrew 
language.  
545 Lit. ‘will settle on him’ (cf. HALOT). Weise (1961:106) observes that the change from ץבר to קבד occurs not only 
here in 1QS, but also in the LXX, Targum Neofiti I and Targum Onkelos, which might lead to the supposition that a 
different Vorlage was used, but he believes that in view of the context it is more probable that the change was rather 
due to a general tendency in Jewish interpretation which was shared by all these writings. 
546 ‘um die Unwissenheitssünde um die vorsätzliche Sünde zu vermehren.’ The Targumim read: Onkelos ליכב  הל אפסואל




enhanced (if total annihilation can be enhanced) by the fact that God will ‘separate him for 
evil’ or disaster (ערל לא והלידביו, 1QS 2:16; cf. Dt 29:20, ה ָ֔עָרְל ֙הָוְהי וֹ֤ליִדְּבִהְו). The wording 
here is almost the same as in Deuteronomy 29:20, except that the writer has used the title 
לא for God instead of the personal name הוהי and ער instead of the synonymous  ָעָרה . After 
the pronouncement of the curses the entrants into the covenant (תירבה יאב) again have to 
confirm their assent with a double ‘Amen’ (1QS 2:18). This concludes the instructions 
regarding the entrance ceremony.  
The next line, however, makes it clear that this entrance ceremony did not only 
apply when new members were admitted to the congregation, but it was apparently a 
yearly ceremony in which all members, both old and new, took part (1QS 2:19). The order 
of initiation is also regulated (1QS 2:20-22): priests first, Levites second, all others last 
according to their rank547 in the community. After describing the constitution of the true 
Yaḥad as a community of people who walk in truth, faithfulness and humility and who 
genuinely care for one another, the writer once again denounces those who refuse to enter 
this covenant (1QS 2:26, with תירב restored) but prefer to walk in the stubbornness of their 
own heart (1QS 2:25-3:1). The way the section is phrased indicates an apostate (or, 
perhaps better, backslider548) whose person and property once was considered part of the 
community, but is now no longer to be used lest the community become defiled (1QS 
3:1ff). As long as such a person refuses the discipline of the Yaḥad, there is no chance for 
him to please God, but once he accepts it and submits to it, there is hope for him, because 
the only way to receive atonement for sin is through the Yaḥad and its discipline (1QS 3:6-
8). A person who submits to this discipline can turn away from his past ways and ‘order 
his steps to walk blamelessly in all God’s ways’ (1QS 3:9-10, my translation, but cf. 
DSSEL) and resolve not to turn aside from any of its detail again. If he does, his ‘atoning 
[sacrifices] of soothing odour’ are accepted by God and he will be allowed to be part of 
‘the eternal covenant of the Yaḥad’ (lit. ‘it549 will be for him as a covenant of the Yaḥad of 
eternities;’ םימלוע דחי תירבל ול התיהו, 1QS 3:11550). This expression is interesting because it 
seems to indicate that the writer of 1QS considered the Yaḥad itself to be the only true 
covenant between Israel and God (cf. also Schiffman 1989:12, commenting on 1QSa 1:1-
5). This concludes this section of 1QS, as the vacat at the end of line 12 and the beginning 
of line 13 indicates.  
                                                 
547 Which is considered pre-ordained; 1QS 2:23. 
548 Unlike an apostate, a backslider can still be restored to the community when he repents (cf. 1QS 3:5-10). A true 
apostate will not find such repentance in himself, and therefore is forever lost.  
549 I.e. apparently the sacrifice of atonement, though interestingly enough the verb התיהו is a Qal pf 3fs with waw-
conjunction, but all preceding nouns are masculine.  
550 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:15) translate ‘Then he will be accepted by an agreeable atonement before God, and 
it shall be unto him a covenant of the everlasting Community’ (1QS 3:11-12). 
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3.3.2.2 1QS 3:13-4:26 
Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:15, n. 56) note that 1QS 3:13-4:26 is a ‘self-contained 
section’ that could possibly have been written by the Teacher of Righteousness himself, 
but suggest that it is more probable that this section merely ‘contains his teachings.’ In this 
part of the book the word תירב only occurs once, at 1QS 4:22. The whole section sets out 
the deterministic faith of the community (‘Nothing can be changed,’ תונשהל ןיאו, 
Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:15, 1QS 3:16) concerning God’s creation, in particular his 
creation of humankind. Here we find the teaching concerning the two spirits that influence 
humans on earth, namely darkness and light, each represented by an angel who can inspire 
humans either to sin (the Angel of Darkness) or to good deeds (the Angel of Light). Those 
chosen by God are the Sons of Light, but even they can be tripped up by the Angel of 
Darkness to walk in sin. However, God through the Angel of Light helps the Sons of Light 
(1QS 3:24-25) in whom he delights (4:1) and whom he guides into true righteousness 
(4:2). In short, anything good in humans comes through the influence of the Angel of 
Light, and those who please God are able to walk in his ways, and the ultimate result will 
be eternal bliss (1QS 4:3-8). On the other hand, everything evil, including the temptations 
and trials of the Sons of Light (who are also called Sons of Truth here, 1QS 4:6), comes 
through the influence of the Angel of Darkness upon mankind, and those who do not get 
out of his grip will face ‘everlasting terror and shame’551 and ultimate ‘annihilation in the 
fire of the dark region’ (1QS 4:9-14; the quotations are from Charlesworth & Qimron 
1994:17, 1QS 4:13 and 14).  
All throughout this present age, according to the writer of 1QS, these two spirits 
struggle and influence humankind until at last God will judge the world (1QS 4:20) and 
put an end to all wickedness and ‘destroy it forever’ (1QS 4:19, Charlesworth & Qimron 
1994:19). At that time mankind will experience a purging by the Holy Spirit (also called 
‘Spirit of Truth’, תמא חור), with the result that all ‘ungodly acts’ will be removed (1QS 
4:21, Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:19), and the purged human being will ‘have insight 
into the knowledge of the Most High and the wisdom of the sons of heaven, and the 
perfect in the Way may receive understanding’ (1QS 4:22, Charlesworth & Qimron 
1994:19). The Hebrew of 1QS 4:22 reads:  ימימת ליכשהל םימש ינב תמכחו ןוילע תעדב םירשי ןיבהל
םימלוע תירבל לא רחב םב איכ כרד (‘to cause the upright to understand the knowledge of the 
Most High and the wisdom of the sons of heaven,552 to cause the perfect of the way to 
                                                 
551 The translation is reminiscent of Daniel 12:2 (disgrace and everlasting contempt, NASB; ֽםָלוֹע ןוֹ֥אְרִדְל תוֹ֖פָרֲחַל), but the 
Hebrew only has one word in common (הפרח, ‘disgrace, reproach’), and adds a number of different concepts:  תועזל
םיכשחמ שאב הלכ תמלכ מע דע תפרחו חצנ; ‘for everlasting terror and reproach forever, with the disgrace of complete 
destruction in the fire of the dark places’ (1QS 4:12-13, my translation).  
552 DSSEL translates ‘angels.’ 
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understand, for God has chosen them for an everlasting covenant;’ my translation). The 
wording here is interesting as it is reminiscent of some of the terminology used in Daniel 9 
and 11-12. For example, 1QS 4:19 speaks of a ‘time of decreed judgment’ ( טפשמ ץק
הצרחנ); Daniel 9:27 announces ‘complete annihilation that is decreed’ (הָצָרֱֶחנְו הָלָכּ), also in 
the context of judgment.553  
The idea of insight for the upright is a theme that is prominent in Daniel 11:29-35. 
There it is stated that ‘those who have insight [among] the people will give understanding 
to many’ (םיִבַּרָל וּניִָבי םָע יֵליִכְּשַׂמוּ, Dn 11:33) in a time of previously unknown hardship and 
persecution. The words  ִבּןי , םיִבַּר and ליִכְּשַׂמ are particularly noteworthy as reminiscent of 
the terminology used in 1QS, though of course the context in Daniel 11 is quite different. 
Another interesting word in 1QS 4:22 is the title ןוילע, ‘Most High,’ for God. This title for 
God appears for the first time in Genesis 14554 where Abraham meets Melchizedek, and 
again in Numbers 24:16 in Balaam’s fourth oracle of blessing for Israel. Most important 
for the present context, it appears also in Deuteronomy 32:8 in Moses’ blessing of Israel. It 
has already been noted that 1QS is heavily indebted to this book.555   
The expression םימלוע תירבל in 1QS 4:22, the only occurrence of תירב in this 
section, is also interesting because it is unique. Neither in the DSS nor in the HB does this 
exact phrase occur again, though both the DSS and the HB use the phrase ‘eternal 
covenant’ (םלוע תירב). This designation is actually quite frequent in the MT and occurs 
with all the major covenants: the Noahic covenant (Gn 9:16); the Abrahamic covenant (Gn 
17:7); the Sabbath covenant (Ex 31:16, Lv 24:8); the covenant of everlasting priesthood 
with Phinehas (Nu 25:13); the Sinai covenant (at Jdg 2:1); the Davidic covenant (2 Sm 
23:5; Is 55:3); the covenant with restored Israel (Is 61:8; Jr 50:5; Ezk 16:60); the new 
covenant of Jeremiah (Jr 32:40). By using the plural form556 םימלוע תירבל, the writer of 
1QS obviously wanted to make it abundantly clear to his readers that the covenant he was 
talking about was in line with these biblical covenants, and yet went beyond them in that it 
applied to his own generation in a special way. What is meant by the next clause, ‘and all 
                                                 
553 Cf. Isaiah 10:23 and 28:22. See the discussion of the root at Daniel 9:26. In the DSS the exact form הצרחנ appears 
altogether five times. One of these occurrences is the same expression as in Daniel and Isaiah, הצרחנו הלכ, in 1QHa 
11:36. The expression הצרחנ ץק, ‘decreed/appointed time (or end),’ appears in 1QS 4:25, and the phrase הצרחנ טפשמ 
of the present context also appears in 4Q369 (Prayer of Enosh), which is a rather fragmentary text. It seems that the 
word is mainly used in contexts where God’s judgment is predicted. 
554 4 times. The word occurs 35 times with the meaning ‘Most High’ or ‘Highest One’ as a title for God. The other 23 
occurrences in the HB are adjectives meaning ‘high’ or ‘upper,’ depending on the context.  
555 Twenty-one out of twenty-two occurrences of ןוילע in the Psalms refer to God, as do the four occurrences in Daniel 
7. Not surprisingly, the Genesis Apocryphon uses the title El Elyon nine times for God, but what is noteworthy is 
that 1QHa only uses it twice, at 12:31 and 14:33. 
556 Brin (2001:278) plausibly suggests that the plural ‘םימלוע came into existence as a result of overuse of the term םלוע, 
and as a result of the feeling of the authors that there was need for a specific expression to express distance in time 
… [especially] the element of eternity….’ 
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the glory of Adam shall be theirs’ (1QS 4:23, DSSEL) is not quite clear. Perhaps the writer 
refers to the pre-fall situation in Genesis 1-2, when Adam and Eve had an unbroken 
relationship with God (so also Fletcher-Louis 2002:96-97, esp. 97).557 The next clause 
seems to support this, since the writer notes that ‘there shall be no more evil’ (היהי הלוע ןיאו, 
my translation) and ‘all deeds of deceit’ will be put to shame (1QS 4:23, DSSEL).558 The 
section ends by stating again that the two spirits already mentioned are continuing to 
influence humankind in the present, and that each person, depending on the preordained 
inclination within, will follow either the evil one or the good one, until the day of 
judgment ordained by God arrives (1QS 4:23-26).  
 
3.3.2.3 1QS 5:1-6:22 
Column 5 begins with another list of rules for the ‘men of the congregation who freely 
offer to turn back from all wickedness’ (ער לוכמ בושל םיבדנתמה דחיה ישנאל כרסה הזו; 1QS 5:1, 
DSSEL, my translation, but cf. DSSEL). The distinguishing mark of the community is that 
it keeps itself completely separate from everyone they perceive to be less committed than 
themselves to fulfilling God’s law as they interpret it. The community is to be united in 
‘law and wealth, and repenting according to the instruction (lit. ‘mouth’) of the sons of 
Zadok, the priests, the keepers of the covenant and according to the instruction (lit. 
‘mouth’) of the multitude of the men of the Yaḥad who hold fast to the covenant’ (my 
translation; 1QS 5:2-3:  םיקזחמה דחיה ישנא בור יפ לעו תירבה ירמוש םינהוכה קודצ ינב יפ לע םיבושמו
תירבב).559  
The expression that is of interest here is תירבה ירמוש םינהוכה קודצ ינב, ‘the sons of 
Zadok, the priests, the keepers (or guardians) of the covenant.’ This exact expression only 
occurs here and in 1QS 5:9 in the DSS and never in the HB. The expression תירבה רמוש 
                                                 
557 Fletcher-Louis (2002:97) writes that ‘the notion of Adam’s glory is best understood as an affirmation of a particular 
theological anthropology, rooted, not in the Endzeit, but the Urzeit: because the true Israel are the true Adam and the 
Qumran community are the true Israel they possess all that Adam possessed before his departure from paradise.’ 
558 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:19) translate 1QS 4:23: ‘and all the glory of Adam shall be theirs without deceit. All 
false works will be put to shame.’ 
559 Nitzan (2010b) argues that 1QS 5:1-7a lists a catalogue of ten principles, a number derived possibly, but not 
necessarily, in imitation of the Decalogue’s Ten Commandments, that outline the duties of each member of the 
community as individuals to God as well as to one another and the community as a whole. These rules are then 
elaborated and specified in the following text (1QS 5:7b-9:11; Nitzan 2010b:57-58) where practical application of 
the principles is enunciated. The present text, 1QS 5:1-2a, represents the ‘Obligations of Each Member of the 
Community as an Individual’ which include three obligations: ‘Repentance,’ ‘Performance of the Lord’s 
commandments,’ and ‘Separation’ (Nitzan 2010b:59). 1QS 5:2b-5a lists the ‘Obligations Regarding Relationships 
within the Community’, which include ‘Partnership,’ ‘Discipline’ by the priests, ‘Friendship and honesty’ and 
‘Refraining from going astray’ (Nitzan 2010b:59). ‘The Goals of the Community as a Whole’ are outlined in 1QS 
5:5b-7a and include the ‘Establishment of [an] eternal foundation,’ ‘Atonement’ and the ‘Condemnation of the 
transgressors’ (Nitzan 2010b:60). 
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appears six times in the HB560 and three times in the DSS561 as an attribute of God, 
describing his faithfulness to his word, usually as דסח[ה]ו תירבה רמוש. That a similar epithet 
should be used for the priests of the Yaḥad is significant, as it indicates the importance the 
community set on the accurate observance of the Mosaic covenant regulations according to 
their own interpretation and as safeguarded by the spiritual leaders of the community.  
The priests, i.e. the guardians of the covenant, were to supervise all gatherings of 
the community (1QS 5:1-2) but these were nevertheless conducted under the ‘majority rule 
of the men of the Yahad who hold fast to the covenant’ (1QS 5:2-3;  קודצ ינב יפ לע םיבושמו
תירבב םיקזחמה דחיה ישנא בור יפ לעו תירבה ירמוש םינהוכה). The decisions of the community 
were ‘made by lot’ regarding matters of ‘law, property and judgment’ (1QS 5:3-4; 
DSSSE). The ‘majority rule of the men of the Yahad who hold fast to the covenant’ appear 
to be fully accepted members of the community, who, in perhaps almost democratic 
style,562 made decisions together under the chairmanship of the priests. The covenant in the 
expression ‘hold fast to the covenant’ is the covenant of the community to keep the Mosaic 
law strictly according to their interpretation of it. 
Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:19, n. 84) observe that the ‘intended meaning [of 
the expression ‘the priests who keep the covenant,’ 1QS 5:2] is that the Sons of Zadok are 
the only priests who are faithful to God and his rules.’ They note further that the 
expression תירבה ירמוש םינהוכה קודצ ינב does not appear in the parallel 4Q258 (1QSd) 1:1-2 
and probably also not in 4Q256 (4QSb) 9:1-3 (the manuscript is fragmentary and the 
reconstructed lines in DSSEL do not have the expression). They suggest that this could be 
either a matter of haplography in those two manuscripts, or an insertion in 1QS. In the 
latter case, this would be ‘impressive evidence that the status of the Sons of Zadok 
increased as the Community evolved’ (Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:19, n. 84).  
Schofield on the other hand observes that the text in 1QS 5:2-3 and the variants 
noted make sense without assuming scribal errors. She suggests that the differences in the 
manuscripts ‘were deliberate creations;’ in other words, ‘there was an “undoubtedly 
theological” motive for the scribe(s) to have made these changes’ (Schofield 2009:96, 
                                                 
560 Deuteronomy 7:9; 1 Kings 8:23; 2 Chronicles 6:14; Nehemiah 1:5; 9:32; Daniel 9:4 (see the section on the phrase 
above). 
561 CD 19:1, citing Deuteronomy 7:9 (דסחהו תירבה רמוש); 4Q393 (4Q Communal Confession) 1ii, 2:11 ( תירב[ה] רמוש
דסחהו) and slightly adapted in 1QM 14:8 (תירב רמושה) in the expression ‘the one who kept the covenant of our 
forefathers’ (DSSEL). 
562 Schiffman (2003:418) is right to note that the Yaḥad was not a ‘truly democratic institution because it did not grant 
rights beyond a small circle.’ As only full members were allowed in the decision making process and women were 
completely excluded (Schiffman 2003:418), this is correct. Nevertheless, the system was not completely autocratic 
either, as these lines prove, though there were strict regulations concerning the order of speakers. Schiffman 




quoting Metso 1997:78). Furthermore, rather than argue that one text form was changed 
from another or later scribes inserted the text in 1QS, Schofield (2009:97-98) proposes, 
more plausibly in my opinion, that the different manuscripts reflect different traditions 
within the community and that a ‘bi-partite leadership structure,’ in which both the Many 
and the Zadokite Priests had significant roles to play, is perfectly possible as it has ‘strong 
precedent in the ancient Near East.’ This would explain the occurrence of both the 
Zadokite priests and the ‘multitude’ (or ‘the Many’ in the parallel texts) in the same 
context.  
This ‘multitude’563 (or perhaps with DSSEL ‘majority rule’ of the men of the 
Yaḥad, דחיה ישנא בור), the proven members of the community, are given the title ‘who hold 
fast to (or perhaps better ‘persevere steadfastly in,’ DSSSE) the covenant’ (1QS 5:3; 
תירבב םיקזחמה). A similar expression is used in Isaiah 56:4 and 6 where God promises those 
who normally were considered outside the covenant, namely eunuchs and foreigners, that 
he would accept them if they ‘hold fast to my covenant’ (ֽיִתיִרְבִבּ םי ִ֖קִיזֲחַמוּ). It is interesting 
that in the context of Isaiah the particular aspect of holding fast to the covenant was the 
keeping of the Sabbath by not profaning it which is an important issue for the Yaḥad as 
well. One might even argue that the author of 1QS at this point particularly emphasised the 
matter of the correct calendar.  
The question is, of course, whether the community took this allusion to Isaiah 56 so 
far as to allow foreigners, i.e. non-Jews and eunuchs into its community. Commenting on 
the question of who was allowed to enter the CD community, Davies (1995:138) suggests 
that ‘it is possible to argue that non-Jews were admitted into the sect.’ He points to the 
instruction in CD 11:2, which states that ‘no-one may send a ben ha-nekar564 to do 
something for him on the sabbath day’ (Davies 1995:138, his translation) and points out 
that it is unlikely that the ben ha-nekar is a foreigner, since the fact that a member of the 
sect would ask a non-Jew to do something for him was improbable.565 Then he links this 
                                                 
563 1QSb and 1QSd both read ‘the Many’ (םיברה; cf. Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:21, n. 85) instead of 1QS’s בור, 
‘multitude’ (DSSSE) or ‘majority’ (DSSEL). Huppenbauer (1957:136) argues that בור indicates members of the 
community apart from the priests, whereas םיבר is used for all members including the priests who are allowed to 
take part in the decision making process. In view of the fact that 4Q258 (4QSd) I (1ai, 1b):2 simply has םיבר where 
1QS includes a whole sentence, this is an acceptable conclusion. 
564 Rabin (1958:54) translates the term רכנה ןב in CD 11:2 ‘proselyte (or: gentile).’ Like Davies (1995:139) he observes 
the connection to Isaiah 56:6, which, Rabin says, contains the term ‘nilwim, the techn. term for the sect’s neophytes’ 
(Rabin 1958:54). 
565 I am not so sure that such an argument would hold. In her autobiography, Lydia Prince (1975:140), a Christian (of 
gentile descent) who went to live in Jerusalem, is asked by a neighbour to light for her a lamp after the beginning of 
the Sabbath because she had failed to do so herself and was by Jewish law forbidden to do so; hence I do not find 
this law strange or unlikely at all. If a Jew can ask a gentile to do something he/she is not permitted to do 
him/herself in the 1920’s or 1930’s CE, it may well have happened in the second or first century BCE too. Therefore 
the phrase רכנה ןב may well refer to a foreigner. 
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text with Isaiah 56 where the רכנה ינב are welcome to approach Yahweh.566 Davies 
(1995:139) comments that in CD 11:2 the term was ‘deliberately chosen in preference to 
the more usual רג ... to make the allusion to the Isaiah texts567 clear.’ He further argues that 
while this evidence does not necessarily mean that the CD sect included non-Jews among 
its members, ‘at least the author of CD identifies a prophetic passage which would allow it 
to do so’ (Davies 1995:139-40). In addition, the participle םיקיזחמ that appears in Isaiah 56 
also appears four times in CD568 to describe those who hold fast to God’s commandments. 
While the term רכנ does not appear in 1QS, DSSEL translates the expression םהילע םיולנה in 
1QS 5:6 ‘Gentile proselytes who join them’ (DSSSE has simply ‘those who join them;’ so 
also Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:21). If this interpretation is correct, and I believe it is, it 
would indicate that non-Jews were welcome in the Yaḥad as long as they committed 
themselves to the same stringent observance of the law as Jewish community members. 
Equally interesting is whether eunuchs (and in Isaiah the term סירס must be 
interpreted as meaning a person with a physical defect569) would have been acceptable. 
Davies (1995:140) does not explicitly comment on the question, but relates it to the issue 
of celibacy. Such regulations as the prohibition of sexual relations for pleasure (4Q270 
(4QDe) 7i:10) and in the holy city indicate that the sectarians viewed sexual intercourse as 
necessary only to propagate the human race, but otherwise considered it as ‘unholy’ 
(Davies 1995:141). Davies (1995:141) argues that since the Damascus sect at least 
theoretically derived its principles from scripture, it is possible that the allusion to Isaiah 
56 which ‘links eunuchs with keeping the sabbath and the covenant, the two primary 
obligations of the sect,’ ... provided ‘a link between membership of the sect and celibacy.’ 
However, since 1QSa 2:5-6 explicitly prohibits people with a physical defect (specifically 
identified as those who are crippled, lame, blind, deaf, dumb or having a visible blemish, 
DSSEL) to enter the congregation, it seems likely that by definition a eunuch would be 
excluded from joining the community in 1QS too, no matter what his spiritual intentions 
were (cf. Schiffman 1989:43, 48).  
The Zadokite priests and the ‘multitude of the men of the Yaḥad’ are to decide 
together ‘matters of law, wealth and judgment’ in the community (1QS 5:3). Together their 
                                                 
566 In an interesting aside he observes that 1QIsa varies significantly from MT, since it reads  ול תויהל לא םיולנה רכנה ינבו
הוהי תא ךרבלו םידבעל instead of MT’s more provocative ה ָ֔וְהי ם ֵ֣שׁ־תֶא ֙הָבֲהאְַלֽוּ וֹ֔תְר ָ֣שְׁל ֙הָוְהי־לַע םי ִ֤וְִלנַּה ר ֵָ֗כנַּה יֵ֣נְבוּ, which seems 
to allow the foreigner (or proselyte) to do ministry at the temple, thus possibly implying that he can be a member of 
the priesthood (see Davies 1995:139). 
567 He indicates that רכנ also appears in Isaiah 61:6 and 60:10, the latter possibly with a positive sense like that in 
Isaiah 56. 
568 Though not in the exact expression that appears in Isaiah. 
569 Isaiah 53:3 says that the סירס complains that he is a ‘dry tree,’ and in verse 5 the reward he is promised is said to be 




life is characterised by the biblical virtues of humility, justice, righteousness, and loving 
covenant faithfulness (lit. האדסח תב , 1QS 5:3-4). This way all waywardness will be 
avoided, and the members of the community can work together to rid each other from their 
evil inclinations (1QS 5:4-5). Moreover, they all together can ‘circumcise the foreskin’ of 
their ‘inclination, namely the stiff neck, to lay a foundation of truth for Israel, namely the 
community (or Yaḥad) of the eternal covenant, to atone for all those who freely offer 
themselves to holiness in Aaron’ (1QS 5:5-6; my translation, but cf. DSSEL). Here there is 
another significant phrase: ‘the community of the eternal covenant’ (םלוע תירב דחי).570 In 
the present context, the reference is to the covenant of the writer’s own community, who 
committed themselves to obey the Mosaic covenant according to their own strict 
interpretation.571 The purpose of the community, as stated, is to make atonement, a concept 
that together with that of the ‘eternal covenant’ is very important ‘in the vocational 
understanding of the sect’s members, particularly in passages found only in 1QS’ 
(Schofield 2009:98, n. 93). 
What this entailed is explained further in 1QS 5:6. The community’s purpose is ‘to 
atone for’ three groups of people, namely (1) ‘all those who freely offer themselves to 
holiness in Aaron’ and (2) ‘for the house of truth [or faithfulness] in Israel’ and (3) ‘for 
those who would join them for community’ ( תמאה תיבלו ןורהאב שדוקל םיבדנתמה לוכל רפכל
דחיל םהילע םיולנהו לארשיב). The possibility that the last mentioned group, namely ‘those 
who would join them for community’ are in fact non-Jews was discussed above.572 It 
seems from the context that the atonement envisaged had to do with getting rid of anybody 
who was not fully committed to keeping the law according to the community’s 
interpretation, since through ‘a lawsuit and judgment’ anybody found guilty of 
transgressing a single law must be ‘condemned’ (1QS 5:7, DSSEL) or ‘pronounced guilty’ 
(Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:21; קוח ירבוע לוכ עישרהל טפשמלו בירלו). The exact procedure 
of these judgments is outlined in the following section.  
In 1QS 5:7ff we find another set of instructions regarding the ritual to be observed 
at the entrance ceremony (or covenant renewal ceremony, cf. Schofield 2009:90). The 
section starts with a unique clause not found in 4QSb and 4QSd: ‘These are the 
arrangements of their ways concerning all these statutes when they gather as a community’ 
                                                 
570 Cf. the comments above on the expression םימלוע תירב at 1QS 4:22. 
571 Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:21, n. 93) and Schofield (2009:98) point out that the words רפכל םלוע תירב do not 
appear in 4QSb and 4QSd. Schofield (2009:98) observes that it is unlikely that the words were intentionally omitted. 
Rather, it is either a case of homoioteleuton or, more likely, the words were added in 1QS to express the ideas of 
covenant and atonement more strongly (Schofield 2009:98).  
572 Schofield (2009:89-90) also thinks that these are proselytes who enter the covenant ‘in the sight of the Mitnadvim’ 
(Schofield 2009:90). She considers lines 7-8 as an ‘indirect reference to the covenant renewal ceremony described 
only in 1QS.’ 
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(my translation; דחיל םפסאהב הלאה םיקוחה לוכ לע םהיכרד ןוכת הלאו; see Metso 2006:287). 
Metso (2006:288) rightly observes that this additional clause in 1QS ‘makes it clear that 
joining the community meant entering the covenant.’ Also absent in 4QSb and 4QSd are 
the words םיבדנתמה לוכ יניעל לא תירבב אובי (‘they shall enter into the covenant of God in full 
view of all volunteers;’ my translation) which appear in 1QS 5:8. Schofield (2009:90) 
suggests that the most likely reason for this difference is that the words are a secondary 
addition in 1QS, a sentiment shared by Metso (2006:288). Whatever the reason for the 
omission in the 4QS manuscripts, in 1QS the writer obviously emphasises the covenant 
theme as well as that of willing submission to its rules (cf. Schofield, 2009:90; Metso 
2006:288). The seriousness of the commitment entered into is obvious in the phraseology 
of 1QS 5:8-9 where the writer notes that anyone who thus enters into the covenant must 
‘take it upon his soul by an oath of obligation [רסא תעובשב] to return to the law of Moses 
according to all that he has commanded with all his soul and with all his heart’ (my 
translation, but cf. Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:21). Metso (2006:297) and Hempel 
(2010:125) both note the implicit relationship of the oath in this text to Nehemiah 10:30. In 
Metso’s (2006:297) opinion the redactor of 1QS does not accept Nehemiah as authoritative 
and therefore seeks to link the oath to the Torah. Hempel (2010:125) however makes the 
more likely suggestion that considered from another angle one might equally well propose 
that Nehemiah, CD and the Serekh texts underwent a ‘comparable social development.’573  
What is the significance of the expression רסא תעובש in this context? The 
expression is not very common in either the HB or the DSS.574 In the former, it only occurs 
in Numbers 30:14, a chapter where regulations concerning making oaths are given, in 
particular vows made by women under the authority of their husbands or fathers. In 
particular, Numbers 30:3 states, instructing the tribal leaders, that any man binding himself 
by a solemn vow to the Lord must do exactly what he has promised since he has sworn a 
solemn oath in God’s name that ‘must not be taken in vain and profaned by swearing 
falsely (Ex. 20:7; Lev. 19:12)’ (Gane 1995:761). It is possible that the phrase in 1QS 5:8 is 
modelled on this verse.575 Although the exact expression רסא תעובש does not appear in 
Numbers 30:3, the wording is similar enough to suggest a relationship between that text 
and 1QS 5:8. In particular רסא תעובשב ושפנ לע םיקיו is reminiscent of  ֙רָסִּא ר ֹ֤ סְאֶל ֙הָעֻבְשׁ עַב ָ֤שִּׁה
וֹ֔שְַׁפנ־לַע. Metso (2006:288) also suggests that 1QS does not appeal ‘explicitly to Scripture’ 
here, but that by inserting the word תעובש the ‘redactor of 1QS wanted to create a clearer 
                                                 
573 Rabinowitz (1954) finds numerous allusions to Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah in CD (esp. Rabinowitz 1954:15, 17, 31, 
32), and it is plausible that the same applies to 1QS. 
574 In the DSS the expression occurs seven times, once in the present context (the only occurrence in 1QS), once in 
CD, twice in the Temple Scroll and also in some fragmentary texts. In each case it seems that a particularly solemn 
oath is in view. 
575 The exact wording there is הֶֽשׂ ֲַעי וי ִ֖פִּמ א ֵֹ֥ציּ ַה־לָכְכּ וֹ֑רָבְדּ ל ֵַ֖חי א֥לֹ וֹ֔שְַׁפנ־לַע ֙רָסִּא ר ֹ֤ סְאֶל ֙הָעֻבְשׁ עַב ָ֤שִּׁה־ו ֹֽ א ה ָ֗והֽיַל רֶד ֶ֜נ ר ֹ֨ ִדּי־ֽיִכּ ֩שׁיִא.  
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association with the text of Numbers.’ But why did the author use this particular 
expression, and in particular the word רסא?  
In the HB the word רָסִּא in the sense of a binding obligation only occurs in Numbers 
and seems to refer to a negative vow of abstaining from doing something (cf. Wakely 
1997:474 and Ashley 1993:574; HALOT in fact gives the definition ‘vow of abstention’). 
In the present context in 1QS 5:8 the ‘binding oath’ is both a positive turning to the Law of 
Moses (1QS 5:8-9), and a negative turning away and separation from ‘all the men of 
iniquity who walk in the wicked way’ (1QS 5:10-11, my translation, but cf. DSSEL). 
VanderKam (2009:420) also suggests that this is likely ‘the content of the oath.’ The 
passage in CD 16:7 throws light on the present text: there also the making of vows is 
regulated. The writer of CD quotes Deuteronomy 23:24, ‘What comes out of your mouth 
you shall keep,’ and explains that the meaning of this statement is that ‘every binding oath 
(רסא תעובש) which a man promises to do anything f[rom the L]aw: he may not break it, 
even at the price of death’ (DSSEL, CD 16:6-8; cf. also 4Q271 (4QD-f) 4ii:8; 11Q19 
(11QTemple-a) 53:14-16). The seriousness of the oath in view is clear: not even death 
must be shunned in order to keep it.576  
Considering now the reason for the use of the expression רסא תעובש in 1QS 5:8, it 
seems clear that the author wished to express the seriousness of the oath a new member 
swore when he entered the community. It was something not to be taken lightly and 
required significant effort and a willingness to undergo a certain amount of general social 
ostracism on the part of the new member. That seriousness is also underlined by the two-
year ‘novitiate’ that new members had to undergo before they were accepted as full 
members of the community. That time gave them opportunity to consider and reconsider 
over and over again the seriousness of the commitment they were embarking on. For those 
among the members who recommitted themselves with the vow, the covenant renewal 
ceremony served as a reminder of that seriousness.577 The writer continues to clarify that 
the Law of Moses they swore to keep was interpreted according to ‘all that has been 
revealed from it to the Sons of Zadok, the priests who keep his covenant and who seek 
what pleases him, and the multitude of the men of their covenant, those who jointly 
volunteered for his truth and to live by what pleases him and who have taken it upon 
                                                 
576 An interesting section on the making of vows is found in the Temple Scroll, 11Q19 (11QTa) 53:11-54:5. 11Q19 
(11QTa) 53:14-16 is very similar in wording to the present text. In 11Q19 (11QTa) 53:16-54:3 vows concerning 
women are legislated for. In particular it is stated that, if a father or husband forbids a woman to follow through on 
her vows, she is not obliged to do so and will not incur sin before God. In 11Q19 (11QTa) 54:2 the exact expression 
רסא תעובש occurs in the context of a married woman making a binding vow in the hearing of her husband. 
577 Falk (2011:269) observes that 1QS 5:7-9 indicates that the community was a ‘volunteer movement’ which 




themselves to establish the covenant’ (1QS 5:9-10; my translation, but cf. DSSEL & 
Hempel 2003a:74).578  
The expression ‘men of their [i.e. the priest’s] covenant’ (םתירב ישנא; 1QS 5:9; cf. 
also 6:19; 1QSa 1:2) deserves some comment. Ilg (1978:258) is right to suggest that it 
refers to the priestly covenant. He observes that the Qumran community reinterpreted OT 
terms for sacrifice579 and temple and used them in a spiritual sense for themselves, saying 
that they (the Qumran community) were the true temple and that a correct lifestyle could 
substitute for the sacrifices on the (Jerusalem) altar (Ilg 1978:259; cf. Klinzing 1971:74; 
105-106).580 Yet in their interpretation there was also room for a hope in a new temple, 
based on Ezekiel 40-48 (Ilg 1978:259). The biblical foundation for the covenant with the 
priests comes from Numbers 25, but Ilg (1978:259) first considers Deuteronomy 33:8-11, 
Moses’ blessing of Levi. This text particularly mentions Levi’s keeping of God’s law and 
covenant as well as the priest’s two-fold task to teach the Israelite God’s law and to 
perform sacrifices, and thus rationalises the call of the Levites as a whole and the Levitical 
priests in particular. That this ‘covenant’ is valid is supported by Jeremiah 33:20-22 (Ilg 
1978:260), whereas Malachi 2:4ff contrasts the deviant behaviour of the priests at that time 
with the special relationship that they should have had with God (Ilg 1978:260). Malachi 
highlights the content of the covenant of God with the priests: God for his part promises 
the Levites life and peace or welfare (םוֹ֔לָשּׁ ַ֨הְו ֙םִייַּֽחַה), whereas he expects from them that 
they would fear his name and obey his commands (Mal 2:4-5). Malachi 2:6 continues to 
                                                 
578 The words ‘those who have jointly volunteered for his truth and to live by what pleases him and who have taken it 
upon themselves to establish the covenant’ (1QS 5:10;  תירבב םיקי רשאו ונוזרב כלתהלו ותמאל דחי םיבדנתמהושפנ לע ) are 
not present in 4QSb and 4QSd. Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:23, n. 103) suggest that these manuscripts may have 
abbreviated 1QS because that text is ‘redundant and a copy for personal use would not need to have the repetitions’ 
(Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:23, n. 103). Schofield (2009:100), however, argues that it is more likely that 1QS 
was expanded, and that the added words increase the ‘sense of hierarchy and more covenantal language,’ which 
would indicate a later development. Perhaps each of the manuscripts simply shows the preference of its 
author/copyist for his purpose, but if a development from one to the other is indeed the case, I think Schofield’s 
position makes more sense (cf. also Hempel 2006:391). Hempel (2003a:74-75) points out that the ‘sons of Zadok’ 
were given an important position in 1QS as special ‘recipients of the correct revealed interpretation of the law’ 
(Hempel 2003a:75), whereas in the 4QS tradition this role was shared by the whole community, the םיבר. However, 
in the present context it is pointed out explicitly that the Zadokites were joined by the other members of the 
community: ‘and the multitude of the men of their covenant.’ 
579 Cf. Sanders (1977:299) who rightly notes that ‘righteous acts and piety could substitute for the sacrifices required 
by the Torah’ (cf. also Sanders 1977:302-303). Prayer too, ‘rightly offered shall be as an acceptable fragrance of 
righteousness, and perfection of way a delectable free-will offering’ (1QS 9.4f)’ (Sanders 1977:299; cf. also 1QS 
10:6). He also mentions that the community thus takes over priestly functions, in particular the council of fifteen 
mentioned in 8:1ff (Sanders 1977:302).  
580 Cf. also Charlesworth & Strawn (1996, esp. 421ff) and the discussion on 1QS 8:10 below. Charlesworth & Strawn 
(1996:431) believe that the reading of the first visible word at 4Q259 (4QS-e) III (2a ii, 3a–c):1 may be שדקמ, not 
שדקל, as in DSSEL. They conclude that this reading ‘helps substantiate the conclusion that the Qumran Covenanters, 
or at least some of them … thought of themselves as constituting a Temple, perhaps not only symbolically but also 
phenomenologically, which thus replaced the corrupt Temple in Jerusalem’ (Charlesworth & Strawn 1996:431). 
Though I believe they are right in stating that the Qumran community seems to have considered ‘themselves as 
constituting a Temple,’ I think they are a little too optimistic in their derivation of this point from this text in 4QSe, 
since the reading of the preposition ןמ is extremely tentative (Metso 1997:53 does not include a preposition at all and 
simply reads שדק after a section reconstructed from 1QS; she observes that if the מ was visible, ‘the lower stroke of 
the letter would be visible,’ but it is not). 1QS 8:5ff, I believe, is a better text from which to prove this point.  
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outline how the Levites originally followed these commands: they taught the nations 
God’s law (Torah), lived themselves holy lives and converted the people. Ilg (1978:260) 
notes how Levi is presented here as ‘law-keeper, law-teacher and mediator of salvation.’581   
The priestly covenant is introduced in Numbers 25:6-13, which reports how 
Phinehas punished a wayward Israelite who committed adultery with a Moabite woman, 
and because he thus honoured Yahweh’s name among the people he was promised ‘the 
covenant of an everlasting priesthood’ (ם ָ֑לוֹע תַ֣נֻּהְכּ תי ִ֖רְבּ, Nu 25:13, my translation; cf. Ilg 
1978:260). Because Phinehas obtained God’s pardon for Israel because of his zeal for 
Yahweh’s name, he gained a םולש תירב (Nu 25:11; Ilg 1978:260). The same episode is 
taken up in Psalm 106:29-31 which reports that because of his zeal for God, this deed was 
‘reckoned’ to Phinehas ‘for righteousness’ (Ps 106:31, NASB: ה ָ֑קָדְצִל וֹ֭ל בֶשׁ ָ֣חֵתַּו; cf. Gn 15:6; 
Ilg 1978:260-61). Sirach 45:23-24 similarly mentions Phinehas’s role in making atonement 
for Israel (Ilg 1978:261). In all these texts the Levitical priests and Phinehas are presented 
as preservers of the law who execute judgment on evildoers on God’s behalf and thus 
obtain atonement for the nation (Ilg 1978:261). Specific emphasis is placed on the 
voluntary nature of their actions, and the fact that they voluntarily live by Yahweh’s law 
(Ilg 1978:261). Because of this they can indeed become the teachers of the nation and thus 
prevent others from wrongdoing. As a result, they are rewarded with an everlasting 
priesthood as well as the promise for life and wellbeing (‘shalom’). The most important 
conclusion deriving from these texts is that they are almost completely devoid of cultic 
language and references (Ilg 1978:261). The promise to Phinehas is not because of his 
participation in the cult or because of his ancestry, but because of his zeal for Yahweh and 
his reputation, i.e. his behaviour.582  
The significance for the present text is clear: in the DSS, too, similar elements are 
found, with the distinction that most texts are not restricted to priests, but apply to the 
community as a whole (Ilg 1978:262).583 It is important that the Yaḥad seems to have 
believed in a concept of the ‘priesthood of all believers’ (‘believers’ = the members of the 
sect), similar to Paul in the New Testament. This is something that is not apparent in the 
OT.584 In the DSS, only 1QS mentions the special place of the (Zadokite) priests, but the 
variety of different texts seems to indicate that there were groups among the sect who 
                                                 
581 Levi ‘wird uns ... vorgeführt als Rechtswahrer, als Rechtslehrer, und ... als Heilsmittler’ (Ilg 1978:260). 
582 ‘Die Berufung zum Priestertum ist allein an ein bestimmtes Verhalten gebunden’ (Ilg 1978:261). 
583 As examples one may mention the word בדנ, voluntary action (םיבדנ/םיבדנתמ), e.g. 1QS 1:7, 11 etc.; being keepers of 
God’s law (1QS 1:5-6; 5:3 etc. ) and the making of atonement (1QS 5:6; 8:6:10) (cf. Ilg 1978:262). Ilg mentions a 
number of other features, and explains that though they were later playing an important role in the cult, they were 
not originally dependent on it. 
584 Ilg (1978:262) also does not believe in a general ם ָ֑לוֹע תַ֣נֻּהְכּ תי ִ֖רְבּ in the OT, although a number of the functions he 
mentions were taken over by the priesthood, especially that of obtaining atonement, which, with the exception of 
Numbers 25:13, is always done by priests. 
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believed in this concept of the ‘priesthood of all believers,’ regardless of the special role 
that the (Zadokite) priests may have had.585   
The expression ‘those who take it upon themselves to establish the covenant’ (1QS 
5:10, my translation; ושפנ לע תירבב םיקי רשאו) is interesting because in thirteen out of 
fourteen occurrences of תירב םוק (or more precisely, תירב םיקה) in the HB, it is God who 
establishes his covenant with the human party. Only once, in a relatively late text at 
Jeremiah 34:18, is תירב םיקה mentioned of humans, and in that case in the negative: they 
did not uphold the covenant they had made before God, i.e. to release slaves. In the DSS, 
the expression is used eleven times of humans upholding or establishing a covenant they 
made,586 and only seven times of God establishing or upholding his covenant with humans. 
In most cases the reference is to the covenant by the sectarians to keep the law according 
to their own strict interpretation of it. This is also the case in the present context. Apart 
from a simple shift in vocabulary from רמש to םוק it is possible that this is also a 
theological statement by the sectarians: they took their interpretation of the Mosaic laws so 
seriously, that they used a word that in the HB is used mainly of God for their own 
upholding of these laws. The same applies to the similar use in 1QS 5:21-22 where it is 
said that the ‘sons of Aaron who volunteered to uphold his covenant (ותירב תא םיקהל)’ 
together with the Many shall investigate the suitability of new candidates in the 
community. The expression ‘sons of Aaron’ appears to be a more general term for the 
priests, whereas the ‘sons of Zadok’ seems to be a particular group within this larger 
entity.587  
The writer then continues to state that those who thus enter the covenant 
community must separate themselves ‘from all the men of iniquity who walk in the wicked 
way, for they are not counted in his covenant’ (ותירבב ובשחה אול איכ; 1QS 5:10-11). ‘Those 
who walk in wicked ways’ are ‘not considered in His covenant’ (DSSEL: ‘are not 
reckoned a part of His covenant’) because ‘they did not seek or inquire of Him in his 
statutes to get to know the hidden things which they erred in’ (1QS 5:11-12; my 
translation, but cf. DSSEL). Here the writer quotes verbatim from Zephaniah 1:6 to make 
his point. It is possible that he has in mind the context of the few words he quotes: 
Zephaniah speaks about God’s coming judgment upon the people Judah and Jerusalem, 
including idolatrous priests (Zeph 1:4-6). The writer in 1QS points out that the men ‘who 
walk in the way of the wicked’ even transgress the revealed things (1QS 5:12), which may 
                                                 
585 Ilg (1978:263) suggests that this concept was prevalent at a time before the Qumran community itself developed. 
586 In most of the 18 occurrences the Hiphil is used, but the Piel occurs once (at CD 20:12) and the Qal at least once 
(definitely at 1QHa 12:3, and also at CD 16:1, where, however, there is a suggested emendation to the Hiphil).  
587 A discussion on this issue is beyond the scope of this work, but cf. Hempel (2007) for an interesting analysis of the 
terms ‘sons of Aaron’ and ‘sons of Zadok’ in the DSS. She comes to a different conclusion from that offered here.  
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well be a reference to the differences the community had with other Jews, including Jewish 
leaders and priests. Hempel (2003b:57) makes the attractive suggestion that these ‘men of 
iniquity’ may have been, at least at some stage, part of the community. They were the 
‘haves’ (as she calls it) who may have been regarded by at least some people in the 
community as authority figures (Hempel 2003b:57). Whoever they were, because of their 
refusal to understand both the revealed and the hidden things and their failure to act upon 
any understanding these ‘men of wickedness’ did in fact have, they will incur the anger of 
God, which will reveal itself in vengeance and judgment upon them according to the 
covenant curses (תירב תולאב; 1QS 5:12). Apparently the writer has in view the curses of 
such chapters as Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 27 and 28.588  
The result of God’s judgment on these men will be ‘eternal judgment without 
remnant’ (Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:23, 1QS 5:13).589 For the present, the members of 
the writer’s community must not associate with such people in any way, nor have any 
theological arguments with them. Neither are such persons allowed to have any part in 
their fellowship nor are they permitted to contribute from their personal resources to the 
community, because they are ‘not accounted within his covenant’ (1QS 5:13-18a; the 
quote is from 5:18, ותירבב ובשחנ אל, Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:23; cf. 1QS 5:11). The 
author uses a pun on the word בשח which also appears in the preceding quotation from 
Isaiah 2:22.590 Covenant here, as in 1QS 5:11, means the sect’s commitment to their strict 
interpretation of the Mosaic law; yet it is described as ‘his,’ i.e. God’s, covenant (so also in 
1QS 5:19). Indeed, people who do not know God’s covenant591 are considered worthless 
(ותירב תא ועדי אול רשא לוכ לבה, 1QS 5:19), and the members of the community must have 
nothing to do with their ‘worthless deeds’ (לבה, 1QS 5:18). Note here the stress on 
knowledge, i.e. the special knowledge concerning the interpretation of the Mosaic law by 
                                                 
588 DSSEL actually explicitly translates ‘the curses of the Mosaic covenant,’ though the expression ‘of Moses’ does not 
appear in the text. 
589 The text from ‘העשרה כרדב םיכלוהה’ (who walk in wicked ways) to ‘תירש ןיאל’ (there will be no remnant; 1QS 5:10-
13) is missing in 4QSb and 4QSd. Schofield (2009:91) thinks that the text in 1QS 5 is a secondary passage which is 
not likely to have been lost in the 4Q manuscripts. In her opinion the text ‘better fits the pattern of expansion in 
1QS’ and ‘exhibits a more developed understanding of the enemy than ... the parallel versions’ (cf. Metso 1997:80-
81). 
590 Lucas (2010:49) comments on the citation from Isaiah 2:22 in 1QS 5:17, which he translates: ‘separate yourselves 
from man whose breath is in his nostrils for of what account is he?’ (NASB;  ר ֶ֥שֲׁא ם ָ֔דאָ ָ֣ה־ןִמ ֙םֶכָל וּ֤לְדִח ה ֶ֥מַּב־ֽיִכּ וֹ֑פַּאְבּ ה ָ֖מָשְׁנ
אוּֽה ב ָ֖שְֶׁחנ). This translation accepts that לדח + ןמ means ‘leave (alone)’ (cf. HALOT on לדח), which may thus be 
interpreted as ‘separate.’ Lucas (2010:49) further notes that the quotation is not completely out of context since it 
comes at the end of an indictment against Judah’s idolatry and warning against God’s wrath which would terrify the 
unrepentant (Is 2:5-22). He rightly observes that the following lines (1QS 5:17-18) also point out ‘that those who are 
not reckoned in God’s covenant will be separated along with their possessions, the very point made in Isa 2:20–21’ 
(Lucas 2010:50).  
591 Cf. Daniel 11:32 where the violators of God’s covenant collaborate with the wicked king, but those who ‘know 
their God’ (the phrase is in antithetic parallelism to ‘those who violate the covenant’) will ‘be strengthened and act’ 
accordingly (my translation).  
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the author’s community. These people do not have such knowledge and hence their actions 
are not acceptable to the community.  
1QS 5:20-24 concludes the section outlining the procedure to be followed at the 
yearly covenant renewal ceremony (1QS 5:24), which seemed to have included the 
admittance of new members. Each (prospective and active) member was investigated by 
the whole community under the guidance of the ‘sons of Aaron who volunteered to uphold 
his covenant’ and ‘the Ma[ny] who have volunteered to return in unity [דחיב] to his 
covenant’ (my translation, but cf. DSSEL, 1QS 5:20-22). After having been admitted, or 
after the investigation into the conduct of each member, everyone was enrolled ‘each 
before his neighbour’ (והער ינפל שיא, my translation; i.e. each one according their rank, 1QS 
5:23) according to their understanding and practice of the community regulations (which, 
of course, are guided by their understanding of the Torah). Older members could be either 
promoted or demoted, depending on their conduct during the past year. No mention is 
made of the three-part ‘novitiate’ that new members had to undergo (this is outlined in 
1QS 6:13-23), but the point is emphasised that this procedure was to be followed annually 
(1QS 5:24). ‘Covenant’ here once again refers to the sectarians’ commitment to follow the 
Mosaic law according to their strict interpretation of it.  
The section from 1QS 5:24b to 6:13 contains various rules regarding how to live 
together in community when conflicts arose, when eating together, when studying the 
Scriptures and quite a detailed set of instructions on how to behave during communal 
meetings. 1QS 6:13-15 states that a new member wishing to enter the community shall be 
tested by the ‘head of the Many’ ... ‘with regard to his insight and his deeds’ and if he is 
found to be a suitable candidate (lit. ‘if he reaches the standard’), the ‘head of the Many’ 
shall allow him to enter ‘into the covenant to return to the truth and to turn aside from all 
iniquity, and he shall instruct him in all the ordinances of the Yaḥad’ (1QS 6:14-15). 
‘Covenant’ here obviously refers to the community’s strict observance of the Mosaic law. 
The text just cited describes the first stage of the ‘novitiate.’ The whole community 
together was involved in the observation of the novice (1QS 6:15-16), and if he was 
successful, the new candidate was allowed to join the community. However, for a whole 
year he was not allowed to ‘touch the pure food of the Many’ nor ‘share in [their] 
possession[s]’ (1QS 6:16-17, DSSSE).  
After one year, the new candidate was examined again, this time by the Many as 
well as the ‘priests and the majority of the men of their covenant’ ( ו םינהוכה יפ לע ישנא בור
םתירב, 1QS 6:19). The wording here is not easy to follow, but it seems there were two 
investigations at this stage: first in front of the Many (all full members) and then another 
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one by a smaller circle of people comprising priests and men designated by the enigmatic 
term ‘the men of their covenant,’ which perhaps refers to Levites in general or the priests 
in particular.592 If this is the case, it appears that the covenant here may be the priestly 
covenant; otherwise it is a different way of referring to the covenant of the community. 
The successful examination resulted in the applicant being allowed to enter ‘the inner 
council of the Community’ (דחיה דוסל בורקל, DSSSE; lit. ‘to approach the counsel of the 
Yaḥad’). His possessions were joined to the communal account, though the community 
would not yet use them, and he was allowed to join the communal meals, but not yet the 
communal drink until after the completion of another year.593 After another examination at 
the end of two years, the applicant was admitted as a full member with all the duties and 
privileges such full membership brought. He was enrolled ‘according to his rank’ (1QS 
6:22) and allowed to take part in the meals and drink of the community; his property was 
joined with theirs, and his counsel was acceptable in meetings. It appears that there were 
three groups of people in this sect that may even have had separate meetings, especially for 
meals, though occasionally (at least once a year at the covenant renewal festival) they 
would all meet together: new novices (still to be instructed – perhaps separately – in the 
rules of the community); accepted novices who were not yet full members (allowed access 
to more meetings, including meals, but not drink); and full members (who were allowed to 
be present at all meetings).  
 
3.3.2.4 1QS 8:1-9:11 
After the penal code (1QS 6:24-7:25) in which the word תירב does not appear, 1QS 8:1-
9:11 is a lengthy segment whose interpretation has varied. Some believe that it describes 
the origin of the Qumran community (Metso 1997:123-124)594 or comprises the Manifesto 
of the community that preceded it (Murphy-O’Connor 1969:529), others that it explains 
the existence of an elite group within the Qumran community (e.g. Berg 2007:162). As 
will become clear below, in my opinion the last of these options is the most likely.  
                                                 
592 For the expression םתירב ישנא see above on 5:9. 
593 García Martínez & Trebolle Barrera (1995:153) aptly point out that ‘this whole lengthy procedure is described as a 
process of progressive purification.’ Daise (2007:157) observes that some of the penalties for defaulters in the penal 
code (1QS 6:24-7:25) ‘appear to represent a re-enactment, of sorts, of the initiation process at 6:13-23.’ Those who 
are thus disciplined are re-admitted ‘by being ranked … again, among the other members of the Community’ 
according to their station (Daise 2007:157-158). He concludes, probably correctly, by noting that the procedure for 
new members (1QS 6:13-23), like the re-instatement of offenders, in all probality took place more than once a year 
when needed, whereas there was a separate yearly covenant renewal ceremony as described in 1QS 1-2 (Daise 
2007:159-160).  
594 So also Knibb (1987) who suggests that 1QS 8:1-4 describes what was ‘to become the nucleus of this group’ 
(Knibb 1987:129). In a later publication, Metso (1998:224) changes her position and observes that in view of her 
comparison between 1QS and 4QSe she no longer believes one can speak (e.g. with Murphy-O’Connor 1969:529) of 
a community ‘Manifesto.’ It is rather the case that 1QS 8:1-10 is an introduction to the instructions for the Maskil, 
similar to the instructions at the beginning of columns 1 and 5 (Metso 1998:224).  
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1QS 8:1 starts by outlining the composition of a special group within the council of 
the community (דחיה תצעב)595 which consists of ‘twelve men and three priests’ (1QS 
8:1),596 whose task is ‘to keep faithfulness in the land’ and to ‘atone (תצרל, ‘make amends, 
restore’597) for iniquity through righteous deeds’ (1QS 8:1-4). The use of the verb הצר here 
is interesting as it is very rare in the HB598 and with the meaning ‘make amends’ only 
occurs once in the DSS, here at 1QS 8:1. In the present context it was perhaps chosen 
because of the reference to Isaiah 40:3 later on, since the word occurs in Isaiah 40:2, and 
Isaiah 40:3 is quoted at 1QS 8:14.599  
The writer continues to outline the purpose of this fifteen-member council. Being 
‘founded on truth’ they are ‘an everlasting plantation, a holy house for Israel and the 
foundation of the holy of holies for Aaron’ (1QS 8:5-6, DSSSE). Moreover, as those 
chosen (presumably by God, but possibly also through the community) they are ‘true 
witnesses for the judgment’ who will ‘atone for the land and ... render the wicked their 
retribution’ (1QS 8:6-7). The writer then alludes to and partly quotes from Isaiah 28:16, 
saying that these people are ‘a tested wall, a costly cornerstone’600 which, like the stone in 
Isaiah, will be immovable. The context in Isaiah is interesting. Isaiah castigates the people 
of Jerusalem for having made a ‘covenant with death’ and trusting in lies and deception (Is 
28:14-15), but God would lay a tested cornerstone and use justice and righteousness as his 
measuring line. Those believing (presumably in the ‘precious corner stone’) would stand, 
whereas those who continued to trust in deception would be swept away by God’s 
judgment. It seems that for the writer of 1QS this ‘elite group’ is this trustworthy 
cornerstone, whereas the worship in Jerusalem was as false in his own time as in Isaiah’s 
                                                 
595 The question is whether this is a special group within the community or whether in the leadership of the community 
there is a special, elite group (cf. van der Kooij 2011:114f). In 1QS, both the word הצע as well as the phrase דחיה הצע 
describe the whole community (e.g. 1QS 2:23; 3:2; 5:7; 6:3, 10 etc.; cf. van der Kooij 2011:144), but it appears from 
the wording of 1QS 8:1 (‘In the council of the community there shall be twelve men and three priests’) and the 
following description of their tasks and role (1QS 8:2ff) that this is a special, elite group within the whole 
community rather than a special group among their leaders (so also Collins 2007b:44-46; 2010a:70-72).  
596 Lohse (1964:281, n. 60) notes that it is unclear whether the writer refers to twelve members among whom there are 
three priests (cf. Schofield 2009:142, n. 36), or whether he refers to twelve members plus three priests, i.e. fifteen 
altogether. Both are possible – the former in analogy to the twelve tribes, I presume – but in view of the way the text 
is presented (‘twelve men and three priests’) I prefer the latter option (cf. Nitzan 2010b:64; Schiffman 2010a:165), 
which appears to be substantiated by 4Q265 7:7 where it is clearly stated that there are fifteen men in the Council of 
the community (cf. also Sutcliffe 1959:134, n. 2).  
597 According to the DSSEL glossary.  
598 It occurs a total of eight times, five of which are in Leviticus 26 in the context of Israel’s punishment for her sins, 
when the land will ‘make up’ for its missed Sabbath years (so also for the occurrence in 2 Chr 36:21), and the 
people for their sins. The word also occurs in Job 20:10 and Isaiah 40:2. This latter verse is important for the present 
context. 
599 On the significance of this quotation and textual hints before and after 1QS 8:14 to it see Charlesworth (1997:197-
224).  
600 The Isaiah text reads ‘שֽׁיִָחי א֥לֹ ןי ִ֖מֲאַֽמַּה ד ָ֔סּוּמ ד ָ֣סוּמ  ֙תַרְקִי תַ֤נִּפּ ןַח ֹ֜ בּ ןֶב ֶ֣א ןֶב ָ֑א ןוֹ֖יִּצְבּ ד ִַ֥סּי ֛יְִננִה’ (Therefore thus says the Lord GOD, 
“Behold, I am laying in Zion a stone, a tested stone, A costly cornerstone for the foundation, firmly placed. He who 
believes in it will not be disturbed’ NASB). The italics indicate the words quoted in 1QS 8:7. The words ועזעדזי לב 
(1QS 8:7-8, ‘they shall not be shaken’) seem to give the writer’s interpretation of Isaiah’s words שֽׁיִָחי א֥לֹ (‘it will not 
yield,’ my translation; cf. HALOT). Hultgren (2007:280) rightly suggests that the writer paraphrases Isaiah 28:16. 
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and worthy of God’s judgment. Hultgren (2007:280) suggests that the title ‘“men of 
mockery” (בזכה ישנא)’ used elsewhere by the DSS community ‘is derived’ from this 
context in Isaiah. He argues that this reference to Isaiah 28:16 may be interpreted to mean 
that, in the eyes of the DSS sect, God established ‘the rampart as a refuge for the 
protection of the righteous’ and in response to the scoffers’ (Hultgren 2007:280).  
The inner circle is further described as ‘the most holy dwelling for Aaron with 
eternal601 knowledge of the covenant of justice’ (1QS 8:8-9, DSSSE) and ‘a house of 
perfection and truth in Israel’ (1QS 8:9, DSSSE). As such they will ‘offer a soothing 
odour’ (1QS 8:9, my translation) and ‘establish ... a covenant of eternal statutes’ (1QS 
8:10-11, םלוע תוק{.}חל תירב םיקהל; my translation). The expression ‘covenant of 
justice/judgment’ (טפשמ תירבל, 1QS 8:9) is unique; it appears only here in the DSS,602 and 
never in the HB. What is meant by this phrase is not quite clear, but it appears to refer to 
the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the writer’s community. The ‘knowledge’ of this 
‘covenant of justice’ may in this context refer to the special revelation concerning the 
interpretation of the Mosaic law by this inner group of fifteen which they can then pass on 
to the other members (cf. the translation in DSSEL).  
Equally unique is the expression ‘a covenant of eternal statutes’ (1QS 8:10). 
Probably the reference is again to the particular way in which the sectarians interpreted the 
Law, a suggestion that is supported by 1QS 8:15-16a (see below). But I believe that there 
is again a theological statement behind this expression: the writer wishes to point out that 
the interpretation of the Mosaic law as practised by his community is in fact divinely 
sanctioned and therefore eternally valid, just as the divine covenants in the HB.  
The designations ‘foundation of the holy of holies for Aaron,’ ‘costly cornerstone’ 
and ‘most holy dwelling for Aaron’ and the fact that they will ‘offer a soothing odour’ 
(1QS 8:5, 7-9) support the view that the author considered this group of fifteen leaders, if 
not his whole community, as a replacement for the temple.603 Charlesworth and Strawn 
(1996:430) argue that a possible reading in the parallel 4QSe III (2a ii, 3a-c):1 is 604שדקמ 
                                                 
601 I doubt the correctness of this translation. The text reads םלוכ תעדב, lit. ‘with knowledge of all of them.’ I think that 
the 2mp suffix either refers to all the members who have this knowledge, or to the covenant stipulations (cf. DSSEL, 
which translates ‘all of them knowing the Covenant of Justice,’ which makes better sense). Berg (2007:167) reads 
with DSSSE ‘eternal,’ i.e. םלוע. There does not seem to be any warrant for this change, even from the 4Q fragments 
(4Q258 and 4Q259) which are both restored at the relevant places. 
602 Though the word טפשמ has been restored in 4Q259 (4QSe) II (2ai, 2bd):17, and the whole phrase in 4Q258 (4QSd) 
VI (3a-d):3. 
603 Cf. Sanders (1977:299-302); Charlesworth and Strawn (1996:430); Hultgren (2008:281); Schiffman (2010a:257f). 
604 They differ here from DSSEL, which has שדק֯ל, indicating that the ל is not certain, but probable. DSSEL translates 
the whole line (including reconstructions and the beginning of the next line): ‘[in the foundation of the Community 
for two years, in perfection of way, they shall be separated] as a sanctuary within the council of the m[en] of [the 
Community].’ It is interesting that though DSSEL has ל, the translation still is ‘as a sanctuary’ rather than ‘as holy.’ 
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which may refer to ‘a smaller, intra-Community group which alone was designated’ in this 
way (see also above n. 579). Hultgren (2007:281) however believes that the whole 
community considered itself as a ‘substitute for the temple’ in fulfilment of Scripture and 
that this was an early concept in their theology. I think that Hultgren’s view is to be 
preferred, especially in view of the purification laws of 1QS which apply not only to this 
special group of fifteen, but all members.  
The supralinear correction above 1QS 8:10605 once again highlights the purpose of 
the council of fifteen: they are ‘to atone for the land’ and ‘make decisions’ (lit. ‘decide 
judgment[s];’ טפשמ צורחל) regarding wickedness. This apparently will only happen after 
these men have proved themselves for two years, after which they ‘shall be set apart as 
holy in the midst of the congregation of the men of the Yaḥad’ (1QS 8:10-11; my 
translation).606 Furthermore, they must be instructed in all the knowledge gained by the 
שרוד, and they are supposed to separate themselves by going into the wilderness, according 
to Isaiah’s call in Isaiah 40:3, which the writer quotes (1QS 8:13-14).607 This preparation 
of the ‘way of the Lord’ is then explained in 1QS 8:15 as consisting of ‘the study (or 
interpretation, שרדמ) of the law (הרות)’ of Moses in accordance with the revelation received 
‘from time to time’ and ‘what the prophets revealed through his Holy Spirit’ (1QS 8:16, 
my translation).  
The writer then continues to note that ‘no man of the men of the community, of the 
covenant of the community (דחיה תירב דחיה ישנאמ שיא לוכו) who deliberately turns away 
from any of the commandments must touch the pure food of the men of holiness’ (1QS 
8:16-17, my translation). The expression דחיה תירב only occurs three times in the DSS: 
here, in the parallel 4QSd 6 (3a-d):8 (where only the letters ה תירב are clearly visible; the 
rest is restored in analogy to 1QS) and in 1QSb 5:21 (this text is somewhat fragmentary). 
In 1QS 8:16-17 (and the 4QS parallel), the phrase is in apposition to דחיה ישנא and simply 
seems to clarify who these men in fact are: those committed to the strict interpretation of 
the covenant by the writer’s community. Brownlee (1951:33, n. 32) suggests that 
                                                 
605 Schofield (2009:107) remarks that the correction itself was ‘erased and corrected’ and ‘lost either due to scribal 
parablepsis, or it was added secondarily to the manuscript.’ Since the text is missing in the parallel text of 4QSe 
2:18-3:1, she thinks that the Vorlage of 4QSe did not contain these words (Schofield 2009:107).  
606 This appears to indicate that these are indeed a group set apart from the general community, as argued cogently by 
Berg (2007:167-168).  
607 אהאוה כרד תא םש תונפל רבדמל תכלל ‘to go into the wilderness, to prepare there a way for the Lord.’ Brownlee 
(1951:33, n. 29) already noted that אהאוה is a ‘surrogate for (Yahweh, or Jehovah)’ and believed that the expression 
is ‘an abbreviation for םיהולאה אוה (“He is the God”)’ in analogy to the usage ‘Yahweh, He is God’ in Deuteronomy 
4:35 etc.  (cf. also Lohse 1964:31; Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:37, n. 210; Schofield 2009:112). This may well be 
the earliest attestation for the phenomenon that uses the vowels for ‘the Name’ (hHm‘) to indicate that this should be 
read instead of the Tetragrammaton (Charlesworth & Qimron 1994:37, n. 210). However, unlike Schofield 
(2009:112), who suggests that 4QSe 3:4 ‘probably intentionally replaces the Tetragrammaton with the term “the 
Truth”, תמאה,’ Charlesworth & Qimron (1994:37, n. 210) do not believe that the different reading there means that 
the Aleph in 1QS 8:13 stands for ‘truth’ since that word never ‘was a circumlocution for God.’ 
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‘haplography has occurred in connection with the first letter of the word’ תירב, which in his 
opinion should be תירבב. He translates 1QS 8:16-18: ‘As for anyone of the men of the 
Community, [in] the covenant of the Community, who wilfully removes a word from all 
that He commanded, he shall not touch the Purity of the holy men.’ The issue is not 
pertinent for the discussion of covenant. Either way, the expression דחיה תירב is, I believe, 
a theological statement by the author, who here states explicitly what is implicit elsewhere, 
namely that what the covenant the members have committed themselves to is their 
(correct) interpretation of the Mosaic laws.  
The text continues to note that a person who turns away from this covenant must 
first be cleansed from his evil before he can again be admitted to the council according to 
his rank. This is quite an interesting statement since just a few lines further on similar sins 
are punished by expulsion from the community (1QS 8:21-23). Both times the expression 
המר דיב (‘with a high hand,’ i.e. deliberately) is used, but in 1QS 8:16-19 the person is 
simply excluded from the pure food and the decision making process, whereas in 1QS 
8:21-23 he is expelled permanently, and the other members of the community are 
forbidden to have any dealings with him. Perhaps the difference lies in the expressions 
used for the members. In 8:15 the phrase is ‘no man of the men of the community, of the 
covenant of the community’ (דחיה תירב דחיה ישנאמ שיא לוכו), but in 8:21 it is ‘he who enters 
the holy council’ (שדוקה 608תצעב אבה לוכ; my translations). If Berg (2007:169) is right and 
8:16-19 is a digression to refer to ordinary members and 8:20ff reverts back to the elite 
group of fifteen, then the difference may be explicable: these ‘holier’ men had to live up to 
a higher standard,609 and thus faced stricter sanctions for infringements (cf. Sanders 
1977:323f; Berg 2007:170). If a member of this elite group sinned intentionally, he was to 
be excluded forever (1QS 8:22; 9:1), but if he sinned unintentionally (הגגשב, 1QS 8:24), 
the punishment was exclusion from the pure meals and the decision making process for a 
period of two years (1QS 8:24-25, 9:1-2), during which the sinner was to prove his 
worthiness by a blameless lifestyle, and after which he could be re-admitted ‘according to 
his rank’ into the ‘holy assembly’ (1QS 9:2).610  
1QS 9:3ff apparently reiterates the purpose of the council of fifteen: they are to 
‘establish eternal truth,’ and atone for the sins and transgressions not by sacrifices of flesh 
                                                 
608 The word הצע is also used in 8:1 for the fifteen member council. 
609 Leviticus 21:1-22:16 gives detailed legislation for the behaviour of priests and the High Priest, the religious leaders 
of the people. The priests were to be set apart in their holiness from the people, but the High Priest even more so (Lv 
21:10-15). In the same way, the fifteen men mentioned in 1QS 8:1ff are set apart by special requirements of holiness 
from the others. I believe that they were the spiritual leaders of the community of whom a higher standard of purity 
was required, just as the High Priest was the leader of the other priests with a higher standard of holiness required of 
him.  
610 Berg (2007:170) suggests that this ‘probationary period’ was ‘spent among the larger group, the םיבר,’ which is 
possible, but conjecture. 
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but by prayer (lit. ‘the fruit of the lips,’ 1QS 9:4-5). In this way these men in fact become 
themselves an acceptable sacrifice (1QS 9:5). 1QS 9:5-6 explains that ‘the men of the 
Yaḥad shall separate [themselves]’ (my translation), the ‘holy house for Aaron, in order to 
form a most holy community, and a house of the Community for Israel, those who walk in 
perfection’ (DSSSE). Moreover, the ‘sons of Aaron’ (i.e. apparently the priests of the 
group; perhaps another reference to the fifteen-member ‘council’) are given charge of the 
financial and judicial matters of the community (1QS 9:7). They must ensure that they are 
set apart from outsiders, in particular the ‘men of deceit,’ (הימרה ישנא, 1QS 9:8), and do not 
deviate in anything from the strict rules of the community ‘until the coming of the prophet 
and the Messiah of Aaron and of Israel’ (1QS 9:10-11).  
 
3.3.2.5 1QS 9:12-11:22 
At 1QS 9:12 a new section starts, giving instructions concerning the tasks of the ליכשמ 
(‘Instructor,’ DSSEL), and culminating in a song (1QS 9:25-11:22). The word תירב only 
occurs once in this section, at 1QS 10:10, in the context of the song which perhaps 
originated from the Teacher of Righteousness. In the context of the line the writer 
expresses his desire to sing for God’s glory accompanied by instrumental music (1QS 
10:9). Furthermore, he says that ‘with the coming of day and night I will enter into the 
covenant of God, and with the going out of evening and morning I will pronounce his 
statutes’ (1QS 10:10; ויקוה רמא רקובו ברע אצומ םעו לא תירבב הא{ה}ובא הלילו םוי אובמ םע). The 
parallel construction of the stanza implies that the ‘entering of the covenant’ here does not 
necessarily indicate some liturgical procedure but the recitation of God’s laws. This may 
be the only time in 1QS where the writer refers to the covenant in general rather than to the 
community’s commitment to keep the Mosaic covenant according to their strict 
interpretation.  
 
3.3.3 Concluding Remarks on תיִרְבּ in 1QS 
Unlike CD which refers not only to the Mosaic covenant, but also the patriarchal and even 
the priestly covenant, when 1QS speaks about the ‘covenant’ the writer has in mind the 
Mosaic covenant as interpreted by his community, with perhaps just one or two 
exceptions. 1QS also uses a number of (almost) unique phrases or uniquely used phrases in 
connection with תירב:  סח תירבד  (‘covenant of mercy;’ 1QS 1:8); תירב רבע (in the sense of 
‘entering the covenant;’ 1QS 1:16, 18, 20, 24; 2:10, 12); םימלוע תירבל (‘everlasting 
covenant,’ with םימלוע being plural instead of singular, as in the HB);  ירמוש םינהוכה קודצ ינב
תירבה (‘the sons of Zadok, the priests, the keepers (or guardians) of the covenant;’ 1QS 
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5:2); םתירב ישׁנא (‘men of their [i.e. the Sons of Zadok’s] covenant;’ 1QS 5:9; 6:19); 
‘covenant of justice/judgment’ (טפשמ תירבל, 1QS 8:9); םלוע תוק{.}חל תירב (a covenant of 
eternal statutes;’ 1QS 8:10); דחיה תירב (‘covenant of the community;’ 1QS 8:16).  
Though 1QS is not a ‘covenant document’ in the same way that CD might be 
considered one, it is nevertheless obvious that covenant is a very important concept for the 
writer. In fact, in his opinion only the members of his community are true members and 
guardians of the (Mosaic) covenant, and only they and their leaders can interpret it 
correctly. The writer makes an important theological statement when he uses the 
expression תירב רבע to describe entrance into the covenant community rather than the 
breaking of the covenant in 1QS 1-4.611 Just as in Deuteronomy 29, the writer points out 
that new members are making a complete break with the past when they do so and ‘burn 
their boats’ so to speak. By describing the covenant as ‘the covenant of eternal statutes’ or 
as ‘everlasting covenant’ (םימלוע תירבל) he emphasises his opinion that the interpretation of 
the Mosaic law as expressed by his community is in fact divinely sanctioned.  
With the term דחיה תירב (‘covenant of the community’) the writer makes explicit 
what is more or less implicit elsewhere: he refers to his own community as the only 
legitimate people who can in fact say that they follow the law of Moses as it should be 
followed.  
The fifteen-member ‘council’ mentioned in 1QS 8:1ff is in my opinion a group of 
spiritual leaders of whom a higher standard of holiness was required than of the other 
members of the group, in analogy to the requirement for priests and the High Priest in 
Leviticus 21-22. The fact that the purpose of this group was to make atonement and 
themselves become ‘sacrifices’ (1QS 9:4-5) as well as teach (lit. ‘establish truth,’ 1QS 9:3-
4) also fits this description.  
  
                                                 
611 Even though later the writer also uses the word in the more normal sense of breaking a statute (1QS 5:7, 14), he 
never combines it with תירב when he conveys that meaning. 
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3.4 Explanatory Notes on Selected Sections of the Hymns Scroll 
(1QHa) with Special Reference to Covenant Terminology  
3.4.1 Introduction: The Nature of the Scroll  
The Thanksgiving Scroll is one of the seven scrolls discovered in Cave 1 of Qumran in 
1947. Unlike Serekh-ha-Yahad and 1QIsaiaha which are both quite well preserved, 1QHa is 
badly damaged and has many lacunae. Cave 1 also yielded fragments of another copy of 
the Thanksgiving Scroll (1QHb or 1Q35), and in Cave 4 fragments of six more copies of 
the book were found (4Q427-432, i.e. 4QHa-e, and 4QpapHf; cf. Schuller & Newsom 
2012:1). These finds have helped in the reconstruction of some of the missing text of 
1QHa. The ‘scroll is dated to the early Herodian period,’ i.e. about 30-1 BCE (Schuller & 
Newsom 2012:1). Since 1QHa is the most complete of the manuscripts, and since the term 
תירב actually does not appear in the 4Q fragments (according to a word search conducted 
in DSSEL), I will concentrate on 1QHa in this study. 
The hymns of the Hodayot are generally divided into two major sections, the 
Teacher Hymns (columns 10-17) and the Community Hymns (all others).612 The former 
group was so labelled because they were initially considered to have been authored by the 
Teacher of Righteousness, though, as Newsom (2004:196) notes, this ‘position, at least in 
its pure form, is now seldom advocated.’613 The division is still recognized, but who 
exactly the ‘I’ of the hymns is (whether one or more persons), is a matter of debate 
(Newsom 2004:196). Chazon (2010:135) observes that the Community Hymns are now 
believed ‘to consist of two sub-groups,’ and that they differ from the Teacher Hymns ‘by 
their less personal stamp and more general concerns such as the human condition, 
communal affiliation, and soteriological confession.’614 As my aim is to show the use of 
תירב and related terminology, the division into Teacher and Community Hymns will not be 
as crucial to this investigation as for other topics.  
One of the problems of working with the Hodayot is the fact that different scholars 
use different numbering systems for the columns and indeed the lines in the columns. 
When the scroll was found, it consisted of two parts, one with three sheets of four columns 
each, i.e. twelve columns in total, and the other consisting of seventy fragments of varying 
sizes (Schuller & Newsom 2012:1). It was written by two scribes. The first scribe wrote 
                                                 
612 See Newsom (2004:197). Chazon (1998:266, n. 74) however states that the Hymns of the Teacher comprise 
columns 10-19 (or 2-9 in Sukenik’s edition). This is evidently a typographical error and should read 10-17. 
613 Schuller & Newsom (2012:1) do note, however, that at least some of these hymns may in fact go back to the 
Teacher of Righteousness. 
614 Douglas (1999:242, n. 14) argues that ‘three literary collections were joined to create the existing scroll,’ 1QHa. In 
the middle are the ‘Teacher Hymns,’ and this section is bracketed by the other two collections which he labels 
‘hymnische Bekenntnislied[er]’ (Douglas 1999:242).  
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columns 1:1-11:22 (of Sukenik’s initial counting, taking the three connected sheets as 
columns 1-12 [Sukenik 1955:39]; now 9:3-19:25 according to Schuller & Newsom’s 
reckoning) and the other scribe the rest. This fact helped scholars in placing the seventy 
fragments (Schuller & Newsom 2012:1). Initially, the larger of the seventy fragments were 
labelled columns 13-17 by Sukenik (1955:39), and the remaining fragments simply got 
numbered 1-66, without attempting any order (except for size; Sukenik 1955:39; cf. 
Schuller & Newsom 2012:2). The early publications (e.g. Holm-Nielsen 1960; Mansoor 
1961) followed this numbering system, but later research resulted in a better and more 
correct order, with the result that DSSEL and Schuller & Newsom (2012) as well as others 
follow a different numbering system. This can, at times, be rather confusing. Since I 
started the research before Schuller & Newsom’s (2012) book was available to me, I have 
used for my research in this section the numbering of columns and lines in DSSEL, even 
when referring to other scholars’ work. For conversion from Sukenik’s initial 
numbering615 to that of the official DJD 40 version and other ‘interim editions’ (such as 
DSSSE), see Schuller & Newsom (2012:4-9), who have produced a very useful conversion 
table. 
 
3.4.2 The occurrences of תיִרְבּ in 1QHa 
3.4.2.1 1QHa 4:27  
There are twenty-six occurrences of תירב in 1QHa.616 The first two of these are in rather 
fragmentary texts, in 1QHa 4:27 and 6:22, which do not help much in this enquiry.  
1QHa 4:27 mentions the writer’s examination of ‘every human covenant’ (or 
‘covenant of Adam;’ םדא תירב לוכ לאו), but it is not easy to determine what is meant. The 
expression םדא תירב only occurs here and in the parallel 4QHb 1:1 (where תירב is 
reconstructed), and never in the MT.617 The poem seems to begin at 1QHa 4:26: ‘[I give 
thanks to you, o Lord, for] You have spread [Your] holy spirit over Your servant [   ] his 
heart’ (DSSEL). 1QHa 4:27-28 then continues: ‘[  ] and I examine every human covenant [       
] they shall find it [  ] and those that love it [  for] ever and ever’ ( [  ] טיבא םדא תירב לוכ לאו ש
דע ימלוע[ל      ] הי ֯ב ֯הואו ה ׄוג ׄי[  ] הואצמי ה[     ]; DSSEL).618 None of this is very clear. Perhaps 
in line 27 the admission of new candidates is in view, for which the writer gives thanks, 
                                                 
615 As, for example, used by Holm-Nielsen (1960) and Mansoor (1961). 
616 Schuller & Newsom (2012:90) record 29 occurrences, including some from fragments apparently not included by 
DSSEL or simply labelled differently. 
617 Hosea 6:7 mentions both תירב and םדא in the same verse, but the precise construction םדא תירב is not found in the 
MT (‘And they, like Adam, transgressed the covenant;’ תי ִ֑רְב וּ֣רְבָע ם ָ֖דאְָכּ הָמּ ֵ֕הְו).  
618 The spaces in brackets give no indication regarding the actual lacunae in the original. 
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but certainty is impossible. Holm-Nielsen (1960:251, n. 3) observes that the expression 
םדא תירב ‘is unique for the Hodayot’ and argues that it must be understood ‘objectively, i.e. 
“covenant with people”, so that the context comes to refer to the psalmist’s joy that God 
enters into covenant with people.’ On the other hand, he admits that the expression could 
mean ‘“a covenant into which man enters”,’ and should that be the case, he suggests that 
the line might continue: ‘“But I, behold, I look to all covenants made by man, and all are 
nothing worth”’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:251, n. 3).  
Harkins (2008:147) also observes the uniqueness of the expression םדא תירב, not 
only in the Hodayot, but in the DSS and biblical literature as a whole. In addition, she 
remarks that this phrase is not only non-biblical, but also non-sectarian, and even in 1QH 
the expression is one of only two references in that scroll ‘where covenant is not 
understood to be the covenant with God’ (Harkins 2008:147). She suggests that this 
hodayah is part of a small cluster of Mosaic hodayot in column 4 that were probably not 
composed by the Qumran sectarians, but included from an outside collection of hymns 
(Harkins 2008:150). If she is right, my suggestion above that the writer may possibly refer 
to the introduction of new members to the sectarian group is obviously not tenable. 
Schuller & Newsom (2012:19) translate the expression םדא תירב לוכ ‘the whole covenant of 
Adam.’ It is the only time they translate םדא as a personal name. Unfortunately, since there 
is no commentary on their translation, it is not possible to defend or reject it, though I 
personally prefer the translation ‘covenant of humankind.’ In my opinion, it is more likely 
that םדא תירב לוכ means ‘each covenant of humankind’ rather than ‘the whole covenant of 
Adam.’ If Schuller & Newsom (2012:19) are right, perhaps the reference is to Genesis 1-3. 
Though the word ‘covenant’ does not appear in these chapters, some scholars have seen 
there a general covenant of God with humankind (e.g. Andersen & Freedman 1980:439; 
Evans 2009:19ff).619 Nevertheless, I believe that the suggestion made above that the writer 
here has in view the covenant between (new?) members of his community and God is 
more likely. However, due to the fragmentary nature of the text, certainty is impossible 
and one cannot be dogmatic.  
 
3.4.2.2 1QHa 6:22 
The second occurrence of תירב in 1QHa 6:22 is even more difficult, since only part of the 
word is visible. It seems to come at the end of a prayer that apparently starts in 1QHa 6:8 
(where the words ‘I thank you’ are restored). The writer praises God for the understanding 
                                                 
619 To go into the details of the pros and cons of this argument would go beyond the confines of this work. For more 
details and a positive evaluation of the issue see Berkhof (1938:211–219); Bartholomew (1995:11-33).  
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he has gained into the destiny of mankind (1QHa 6:9-13). He goes on to thank God for 
drawing him to himself, and for those who like the writer also have been chosen, whereas 
those who remain outside will be judged by God who thus proves himself to be righteous 
(1QHa 6:14-16). The second half of the poem basically continues in this vein. The writer 
again praises God for having been elected and being able to refrain from sinning against 
God, and for having been brought together with other likeminded people whom he 
promises to love as long as they, like him, remain steadfast (1QHa 6:17-19). He refuses to 
be taken in by the bribes of outsiders or to accept people whom God has removed into his 
fellowship (1QHa 6:19-20).  
The next line (1QHa 6:21) is somewhat broken, but the writer says he will not bring 
into God’s council something or someone. The last three letters comprise the word ‘they 
have turned,’ but it is debatable whether together with the first word(s) of the next line this 
should read ‘they have turned to your covenant’ (DSSEL, restoring לא before ‘your 
covenant’, i.e. ‘to’) or ‘away from your covenant’ (Schuller & Newsom 2012:23, restoring 
ןמ; cf. also Holm-Nielsen 1960:219; Mansoor 1961:182, n. 4). In view of the immediately 
preceding context which speaks of refusing bribes and anything not acceptable to God, the 
latter option appears to be preferable. The covenant would presumably be the Mosaic 
covenant, according to the strict interpretation of it by the writer’s community. Holm-
Nielsen (1960:219-20) suggests that ‘the expression, “him that hath turned from Thy 
covenant”, should be understood more generally of the fallen away amongst the whole 
people ... and not just among the community, so that the reference [is] to acceptance into 
the community in general, rather than to reacceptance’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:223, n. 29). 
Holm-Nielsen (1960:224) also opines that if a non-liturgical situation is in view, the Sitz 
im Leben of this psalm may have been the reflection of the psalmist on ‘the place of the 
individual within the covenant.’ The psalmist, in his opinion, recollects how he was first 
accepted into the community and what promises he made at that time, and Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:224) suggests that this is reminiscent of covenant initiation ceremonies such as ‘1QS 
1, 2 and 5.’620 Similarly Hultgren (2007:423) observes that the text under consideration 
(i.e. 1QHa 6:21-22) ‘is reminiscent of the statements about those not included in the 
covenant in 1QS III, 1; V, 11, 18 and CD XIX, 35; 4Q266 11,6,’ and based on this asserts 
that the author of the poem in 1QHa 6:8-22 ‘is a maśkîl.’ From the wording of the rest of 
the poem, Hultgren’s view has much to commend it. Perhaps one might even go so far as 
to say that this hymn goes back to the Teacher of Righteousness.  
                                                 
620 Hultgren (2007:383) sees 1QHa 6:18-22 as part of the admission process to the community. In his opinion this 
passage is reminiscent of 1QS 9:15-16. 
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3.4.2.3 1QHa 7 
Column 7 poses some difficulties in that DSSSE and DSSEL have different line numbers, 
and in addition, DSSSE and Schuller & Newsom (2012:24-25) insert (part of) another 
poem before the one in question.621 1QHa 7:8 (DSSEL; 1QHa 7:11 in DSSSE) apparently 
begins a new song (‘a Chant for the Maskil’) after the word ‘blessed’ ([... ך]ורב) with ‘a 
Chant’ inserted above the line.622 The words ‘a Chant for the In[structor ... a loud] cry [for 
those who magnify (?)]’ ([ילפמה ל. לודג] הנר [... ליכ]שמל רומזמ)  which appear in DSSSE are 
not reproduced in DSSEL. DSSEL suggests the reconstruction ‘are you o Lord’ (ינודא התא) 
instead. In the following lines (1QHa 7:9-12, DSSEL) the writer expresses his desire to 
love God wholeheartedly (שפנ לוכבו בל לוכבו הבדנב הכבהאו, 1QHa 7:10) and, having purified 
himself, he is intent on obeying God’s laws and commandments without turning aside 
from them. Hultgren (2007:417) rightly sees in this terminology an allusion to ‘the 
framework of the Damascus Covenant and of the yaḥad.’ These lines, according to Hughes 
(2006:66), comprise part of the first section of this four-part wisdom poem623 in which the 
writer is aware that it is God alone who allows a person to be seriously committed to him. 
Moreover, God has ordained both the ‘spirit’ which is in a person as well as his works 
before creating them, and no one can change God’s words or decrees624 (1QHa 7:12-14, 
DSSEL).  
It is God alone who ‘created the righteous person, and from the womb’ established 
‘him for the appointed time of favour to be kept in your covenant and to walk in 
everything and to increase625 upon him the abundance of your mercy’ (1QHa 7:14-16, my 
translation, but cf. DSSEL: וילע  ךתירבב רמשהל ןוצר דעומל ותוניצה םחרמו קידצ הת[ארב] התא קר
הלו לוכב ךלהתלו ֯ג ֯ד ֯י ֯ל ). Moreover, God also will ‘remove (חתפ) all the distress of his soul for 
everlasting salvation and everlasting peace without want/lack, and thus raise his glory over 
that of [other] humans’ (lines 16-17, my translation, but cf. DSSEL:  לוכ חותפלו ושפנ תרצ
ודובכ רשבמ םרתו רוסחמ ןיאו דע םולשו םלוע תעושיל).626  
                                                 
621 DSSSE, however, insert a different one from Schuller & Newsom (2012:24-25). 
622 Hughes (2006:65ff) considers 7:8-27 (her numbering follows Schuller & Newsom 2012:24-25, i.e. lines 21-41, 
which I have put in square brackets) as one poem divided into three sections, with the first and last of these very 
fragmentary: I. 7:8-12a [21-25a] ‘Declaration of Loyalty’; II. 7:12b-22c [25b-35c] ‘Wisdom Poem’; III. 7:22d-? 
[35d-?] ‘Confession of Faith?’ (Hughes 2006:68). In her opinion section II is a wisdom poem (Hughes 2006:68), but 
she notes that the reconstruction of line 8 [21] is ‘too uncertain to translate’ (Hughes 2006:68, n. 25).  
623 Hughes (2006:69) divides the Wisdom Poem into four parts, whereby parts one and four and parts two and three 
‘correspond with each other.’ 
624 So with Hughes (2006:66). 
625 The word ‘increase’ ( ֯ל֯י֯ד֯ג) is debatable. Both Holm-Nielsen (1960:227) and DSSSE leave it out as illegible. DSSEL 
however includes it, though with reservation and indicating the letters as possible. García Martínez (1992:323) 
translates ‘to [empty] upon him your plentiful compassion;’ Vermes (1998:250), agreeing with DSSEL, has ‘that 
[Thou mightest show Thyself great] to him in the multitude of Thy mercies.’ Hughes (2006:67) translates ‘And to 
[rejoice] over him (29) in the multitude of your compassion’, reading וילע [ליג]הלו (following Qimron 1989:127-
128). 
626 Hughes (2006:67) translates: ‘and to open all the constriction of his soul for eternal salvation.’ 
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The important phrase here is ךתירבב רמשהל, which I translated ‘to be kept in your 
covenant,’ taking account of the Niphal infinitive construct form of the verb. Holm-
Nielsen (1960:230), DSSEL (‘to give heed to your covenant’) and DSSSE (‘to keep your 
covenant’), however translate the Niphal as an active verb. Holm-Nielsen (1960:230, n. 
14) argues that the passive translation ‘does not correspond to the next expression,’627 but I 
am not completely convinced by this argument. Dupont-Sommer (1962:246) also 
translates the Niphal as a passive construction (‘that he might be preserved in Thy 
covenant’), and the next phrases: ‘and walk in all <Thy way>, and that he [may go 
forward] upon it.’ The Niphal infinitive construct of רמשׁ does not appear in the MT. 
However, the Niphal imperative 2ms appears eighteen times, always with the meaning ‘be 
careful,’ ‘be on guard’ or ‘take heed for yourself’ (with 2ms suffix), i.e. as an active or 
reflexive construction, and thus with the same nuance as that indicated by the majority of 
the translations. The Niphal infinitive construct with the preposition ל appears nine times 
in the DSS, mostly in very fragmentary texts, but generally with the same range of 
translations, i.e. either reflexive or as active, with translations in DSSEL ranging from 
‘take care’, ‘keep watch,’ ‘be careful’ to ‘guard it/my-self’ and ‘keep ourselves.’ It appears 
therefore that the translation as an active construction is justified, yet I would argue that 
the idea of the writer being kept in the covenant by God is not untrue to the context. After 
all, he is praising God for his election of the righteous and his foreknowledge of the 
wicked (1QHa 7:17-19).  
The following lines contrast the destiny of the wicked with that of the righteous 
person628 just outlined. Hughes (2006:70) observes that this contrast is highlighted by the 
fact that the righteous person is ‘a single individual, whereas the wicked are anonymously 
plural.’ Unlike the righteous, the wicked have been created from conception for the time of 
God’s wrath because they refused to walk in God’s ways, rejected his covenant and were 
not pleased with his commandments (1QHa 7:17-18).629 Indeed, the wicked chose what 
God hates, and as a result they will face his judgment (1QHa 7:18-19). The section finishes 
by stating that the judgment of God on the wicked will be a ‘sign’ and a ‘portent’ (DSSSE) 
even for future generations, and that this will reveal God’s glory and power; humans on 
the other hand are unable to gain understanding or even plan their own life (1QHa 7:19-
21). Hughes (2006:77) observes that the phrase ‘“to be for a sign and a por[tent for] eternal 
                                                 
627 This seems to be the accepted opinion, since both García Martínez (1996:323) and Vermes (1998:250) also translate 
the construction as active. Hughes (2006:67) takes the meaning to be reflexive: ‘To keep (himself) in your 
covenant.’ 
628 Who is probably a member of the writer’s community, perhaps even the Teacher of Righteousness himself, or a 
maśkîl; cf. the suggestion on 1QHa 6:8-22 by Hultgren (2007:423). 
629 DSSEL:  אלו םשפנ הבעת ך[תמאו  ]֯ך֯ת֯י֯͘רבב וסאמיו בוט אל ךרדב וכלה יכ הגרה םויל םתשדקה םחרמו הכנ͘ו֯ר[ח ץק]ל התארב םיעשרו
התאנש רשאב ורחביו התיוצ רשא לוכב וצר. 
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[generations]” is a close match to Deut. 28:46’ and thus appears to indicate the covenant 
curses upon those who disobey the (Mosaic) covenant (presumably as interpreted by the 
writer’s community).  
It is interesting that all the verbs in the section outlining the fate and the actions of 
the wicked (1QHa 17-19) are imperfects, mostly 3mp: וכלה, וסאמיו, הבעת, וצר, ורחביו, not 
infinitive constructs, as in the description of the righteous man above (only the verb 
expressing God’s creation of the righteous is finite, a Qal perfect 2ms, the same as in line 
17). Perhaps this is not significant, but it seems that the writer emphasises the fact that God 
is the instigator of the righteous man’s attitude, behaviour and fate, whereas, though he 
created the wicked as well, they actively refused God’s commandments and covenant, and 
deliberately went against him (with the implication that they could have chosen otherwise: 
‘they choose that which you hate,’ 1QHa 7:19). 
Mansoor (1960:3) lists 1QHa 7:13-15 and 17-19 among other proof texts to show 
the sectarian belief in predestination and dualism. Heger (2012) however refutes the notion 
of dual predestination630 and dualism631 in the DSS. His argument concerning the present 
text deserves to be quoted at length. Heger (2012:336-37) argues that 1QHa 7:17-18  
indicates his [i.e. the author’s] privilege, but it does not attest that others, the non-elected, 
were damned to be wicked from before their birth. The sole assertion that apparently indicates 
this ... [he quotes 1QHa 7:17] is immediately contradicted by the indication of the cause of 
their predestination to “the day of slaughter.” ... [he quotes 1QHa 7:21-23] These verses 
demonstrate explicitly that the wicked will be punished because they chose, by their own will, 
to act against the divine rules, not because they were damned to behave wickedly. God 
predestined that all who act likewise, who choose the bad way, will be severely punished, in 
order to serve as a sign and premonition of his boundless might to castigate those who 
disobey him (italics added). 
Heger (2012:337-38) continues to outline some of the occurrences of the term רחב 
(to choose)632 in CD, 1QS and 1QHa, arguing that the word implies a ‘voluntary act, 
                                                 
630 By this he means the doctrine that holds that some are predestined to salvation while others are predestined to 
damnation. He admits to the election of those who are saved, but argues that those who are not predestined to 
salvation are not therefore necessarily predestined to damnation (cf. e.g. Heger 2012:336-337).  
631 In the Introduction to his book, Heger (2012:3) explains that he refutes in particular the assumption ‘that signiﬁcant 
texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls proclaim a dualistic theology of Persian origin and inﬂuence and a predeterministic 
world order for nations and individuals.’  
632 רחב appears 172 times in the BHS (Logos word search). Oswalt (1999:100) notes that the root meaning is ‘“to take 
a keen look at”’ (cf. Wildberger 1997:209, ‘to fix one’s eyes intently upon’) and observes that when humans are the 
subject of the verb ‘it always involves a careful, well thought-out choice’ (cf. Seebass 1975:74, ‘very conscious 
choice and one that can be examined in light of certain criteria’). That falls within Heger’s definition. The definition 
‘careful, well thought-out choice,’ also applies where God is the subject (cf. Seebass 1975:76). Furthermore, when 
God does the choosing, the choice is not arbitrary, but ‘serviceability’ (Oswalt 1999:100). The root always ‘denotes 
the selection of something or someone from a number of other possibilities’ (Nicole 1997:638; cf. Seebass 1975:83-
83). Though ‘bḥr includes the idea of separating,’ it does so ‘in the sense that the one separated by bḥr … stood that 
much more clearly in the service of the whole’ (Seebass 1975:83). Thus, in the case of God’s choice of Israel, this 
does not limit him to just this one people, but ‘comes within the framework of God’s plan for the whole world’ 
(Nicole 1997:641). The reason why God chose Israel is for mission (Nicole 1997:641; cf. Vriezen 1953:109: ‘Die 
Erwählung ist im A.T. immer die Sache Gottes, seiner Gnade, und enthält für den Menschen immer einen Auftrag’). 
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referring to the righteous who choose to behave according to God’s commandments and to 
the wicked who choose the opposite’ (Heger 2012:338). He also considers some of the 
occurrences of the terms בל תורירש (stubborn heart) and בוש (in the sense of repent) in the 
same texts, and remarks that all three expressions (i.e. רחב, בל תורירש and בוש) ‘profess ... 
that the righteous have free will to avoid sinning, and the wicked to sin and repent, 
respectively’ (Heger 2012:338). It appears that the grammatical constructions observed 
above would substantiate this argument, though Heger does not mention this point: for the 
actions of the wicked finite verbs are used; for the election of the righteous infinitives are 
used.  
 
3.4.2.4 1QHa 8:16 
The word תירב occurs again at 1QHa 8:16 (DSSEL; line 15 in DSSSE). The first eleven 
lines of this column consist of only a few fragments which do not allow any conclusion 
concerning the subject matter treated. It is equally difficult to establish whether ‘this is an 
independent psalm, the end of a psalm, or part of the previous column’ (Holm-Nielsen 
1960:234). Even from line 11 onwards the text is quite fragmented. It is not quite clear 
what the writer says. There is a reference to God’s spirit, the fullness of heaven and earth, 
and God’s truth (lines 12-13),633 but 1QHa 8:14-15 seems to imply that somehow the 
writer acknowledges his failures and confesses his rebellion before God, pleading for 
mercy (according to the reconstruction in DSSSE). Apparently assured of forgiveness, the 
writer continues: ‘I strengthen myself by [your ho]ly spirit, cling to the truth of your 
covenant, and [serve] you in truth and with a perfect heart, and love [your name634]’ (1QHa 
8:16; my translation, but cf. DSSEL; אב ך[דבוע]לו ךתירב תמאב קובדלו [ךשדו]ק חורב קזחתהלו תמ
[ךמשׁ] תא בוהאלו םלש בלו). In the next two lines the writer blesses God for his creation and 
great works,635 and expresses his trust that God has indeed dealt mercifully with him 
because of God’s compassion upon him (1QHa 8:17-18).636  
                                                                                                                                                 
Oswalt (1999:100) notes that if a person or nation does not fulfil the purpose for which they are chosen, God may 
reject them. In post-biblical use, the nominative is more common than the verb (Nicole 1997:641). In Qumran, bḥr 
appears 30 times (Wildberger 1997:225), and the word ‘is used as a common designation for the members of the 
sect’ (Nicole 1997:641). The idea of election in the DSS is ‘closely [and more directly] linked to the Sinai covenant’ 
than in the OT (Wildberger 1997:226). Like Heger, Wildberger (1997:226) observes that the election of the 
righteous in the DSS should not be seen as a ‘strict determinism,’ since the wicked are able to decide which way 
they go.  
633 Holm-Nielsen (1960:234) summarises: ‘1-3 ... Heaven and earth are filled with the glory of God ...;’ ‘4-5 God has 
in His benevolence made His truth known....’ 
634 DSSSE reconstructs ‘what pleases you’ (ךנוצר). 
635 DSSEL; DSSSE reconstructs ‘God of great [coun]sel and many works.’ 
636 Holm-Nielsen (1960:237) suggests that 1QHa 8:17 (in his numbering 1QHa 16:8) begins a new psalm, so that these 
two lines are not, according to this reckoning, relevant for establishing the meaning of line 16. He also believes that 
lines 15 and 16 indicate an occasion for OT prayer, ‘since it is not the actual content of the prayer which is 
mentioned, but the reasons for it’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:236). 
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An interesting feature of 1QHa 8:16 is the expression ךתירב תמאב which does not 
occur in the MT,637 and only once more in the DSS, in the very fragmentary 4Q414 (4Q 
Ritual of Purification A) 2ii, 3, 4:2.638 Elsewhere in 1QHa expressions such as ‘counsel of 
your truth’ (1QHa 5:6, ךתמא דוסב, reconstructed), ‘God of truth’ (1QHa 7:23,639תמא לא) or 
‘your works of truth’ (1QHa 9:30, הכתמא ישעמ) are found. From a word search conducted in 
DSSEL it is obvious that for the writer(s) of 1QHa the concept of truth was a very 
important one.640 What does it mean here?  
In the present context, the expression ךתירב תמאב appears in the sentence, ‘I will 
cling to the truth (or ‘reliability’) of your covenant,’641 and is followed by the assertion of 
the writer that he will serve God ‘in truth (faithfulness) and a perfect heart’ ( תמאב ך[דבוע]לו
םלש בלו). In the previous line the writer acknowledges his rebellion against God and 
apparently seeks and finds forgiveness, as a result of which he can now serve God again. 
Thus the ‘truth’ of God’s covenant is contrasted with the previous rebellion (עשפ) of the 
writer, but serving God ‘in truth’ is also paralleled with serving God with a ‘perfect heart.’ 
It seems, therefore, that in 1QHa 8:16 truth implies proper actions/obedience to God’s 
commandments as well as an attitude of heart, meriting the translation ‘I will serve you 
faithfully and with integrity of heart,’ whereas the expression ךתירב תמאב is probably best 
translated ‘your reliable covenant.’ 
 
3.4.2.5 Excursus: A Survey of the Use of תמא in 1QHa   
Looking at the use of תמא elsewhere in 1QHa, we find that the first occurrence of תמא in the 
Hodayot is in 1QHa 5:10, but this text is so fragmentary that it is of no use for the purpose 
of establishing meaning. In 1QHa 6:2 the ‘men of truth (or faithfulness)’ are mentioned, 
apparently a designation for the members of the community.642 The following line seems 
to imply that these men are people who are seeking ‘understanding’ and are compassionate 
                                                 
637 Only two verses have both words in the same verse, but none of them in the construction ‘truth of [a/your] 
covenant.’ Isaiah 61:8 reads: ‘ וֹ֥רְכֶא ם ָ֖לוֹע תי ִ֥רְבוּ ת ֶ֔מֱאֶבּ ֙םָתָלֻּעְפ י ִ֤תַָּתנְו ה ָ֑לוֹעְבּ לֵָ֖זג ֥אֵֹנשׂ ט ָ֔פְּשִׁמ ב ֵֹ֣הא ֙הָוְהי יִ֤נֲא י ִ֣כּֽםֶהָל ת ; NASB: For I, 
the LORD, love justice, / I hate robbery in the burnt offering; / And I will faithfully give them their recompense / 
And make an everlasting covenant with them.’ Psalm 25:10 reads: ‘ וֹ֗תיִר ְ֝ב י ֵ֥רְֹצנְל ת ֶ֑מֱאֶו דֶס ֶ֣ח הָוה ְ֭י תוֹ֣חְראָ־לָכּ וֽיָֹתדֵעְו ; NASB: 
All the paths of the LORD are lovingkindness and truth / To those who keep His covenant and His testimonies.’  
638 Where these are the only visible words ([   ה]כתירב תמאב). The context indicates a ritual washing, but this is all that 
can be said. This text therefore does not contribute to an understanding of the phrase which appears to have been 
coined by the writer of 1QHa. 
639 The manuscript uses palaeo-Hebrew for לא. 
640 Out of 332 occurrences of תמא in the DSS, sixty-six or almost 20% appear in 1QHa (1QS has forty-four, 4QInstrd 
thirty-four, and 1QM thirteen occurrences). Scott (2011:307), using a different computer programme, lists 381 
occurrences in total, of which there are 72 in 1QH, 43 in 1QS and 15 in 1QM. In the MT the word occurs only 127 
times, much less than in the DSS. 
641 Mansoor (1961:185) translates the line ‘And to be fortified in [Thy ho]ly spirit and to cleave unto Thy covenant in 
truth and to [serve] Thee in truth and in wholeheartedness and love [Thy name].’ 
642 This expression appears also at 1QHa 14:28; 15:29-30; 17:35 (with some doubtful letters); 18:27; 19:11; cf. also, for 
example, 1QpHab 7:10; 1QS 4:5, 6; 1QM 17:8. 
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and humble. A little later in the same column, the writer contrasts ‘those who act wickedly 
and the men of deceit’ (1QHa 6:14; 643הימר ישנאו עשר ילעופ) with God’s chosen ones who 
are ‘truth’ (or ‘faithfulness’), just as God himself is ‘righteousness’ (1QHa 6:15;  קידצ התא
ךיריכב לוכ תמאו). As those who are near God they do not ‘pervert’ (הנש) his words or speak 
(הרמ, lit. rebel) against his commandments (lit. mouth) (1QHa 6:14), presumably unlike the 
men of deceit who do exactly these things. Truth is here mainly concerned with actions 
and attitudes, but it also has to do with giving true facts in contrast to lies.  
In 1QHa 6:20 the writer states that he will not exchange God’s truth for wealth644 
nor swap God’s judgments for a bribe (ךיטפשמ לוכ דחושבו ךתמא ןוהב רימא [אלו]). In other 
words, God’s truth is equated with God’s judgments or commandments, which, I believe, 
form a body of teaching, giving instruction to the reader/hearer on how to behave or not to 
behave. This is also evident from the occurrence in 7:18-19 where the writer notes that the 
wicked ‘reject’ (to live by?) God’s covenant and ‘abhor’ his truth by choosing (to do?) that 
which God hates (םשפנ הבעת ך[תמאו   ] ֯ך֯ת֯י֯ר͘בב וסאמיו). Note how here ‘covenant’ and ‘truth’ 
are apparently equated (cf. also 1QHa 18:30-31), a fact that throws light on the expression 
‘your covenant of truth’ (1QHa 8:16).  
God as a ‘God of truth (or faithfulness)’ (תמא לא) will ‘not receive a bribe or a 
cover-up for deeds of wickedness’ (1QHa 7:24-25; לא is written in palaeo-Hebrew 
script).645 Here truth is contrasted with deeds of wickedness (העשר תולילע). However, the 
fact that the writer considered God himself as truth is evident from 1QHa 7:40 where the 
writer says, ‘you are truth and all [Your] works are righteousn[ess]’ (DSSEL, italics 
added; הכישע]֯מ לוכ קדצו התא תמא), thus equating ‘truth’ and ‘deeds/works of righteousness.’ 
Because God’s truth is expressed in acts of righteousness, it is better to translate תמא as 
‘faithful’ or ‘faithfulness.’ 
The expression ‘counsel/foundation of truth’ (תמא דוס) with or without prefixes and 
suffixes occurs a number of times in 1QHa. The subject is either God, as in 1QHa 9:27, or 
the writer himself, as in 1QHa 10:10 (where he asserts that he is an ‘object of shame ... to 
                                                 
643 הימר occurs only 15 times in the MT, with 12 of these in Job (2), Psalms (6) and Proverbs (4), and one each in 
Jeremiah, Hosea and Micah. The occurrences in Jeremiah and Proverbs are translated ‘negligent’ (Jr 48:10), ‘lazy’ 
or ‘slack’ (NASB), i.e. ‘lacking proper effort.’ All other occurrences bear the connotation of being ‘deceitful’ or 
‘treacherous.’ This seems to be the case in the present context as well. In the DSS the word appears 25 times, but 
always with the connotation of ‘deceit,’ though the phrase הימר ישנא has been translated ‘rebellious men’ (1QS 9:8, 
DSSEL; DSSSE has ‘men of deceit’) as well as ‘men of deceit’ (1QHa 10:16; 4QSd  7 (4a i, 4b):7). 
644 A similar idea is present in 1QHa 7:23 where the writer says that no (earthly) wealth can compare to God’s truth. 
645 The expression תמא לא occurs in Psalm 31:6 (the only occurrence in the MT) where the Psalmist expresses his trust 
in Yahweh, the God of truth (or faithfulness, תמא לא), in whose care he has placed his soul, but apart from this 
expression there is no other correlation between 1QHa 7:24-25 and that psalm. 
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the faithless ... but a foundation of truth [or faithfulness]’646 for the righteous). In 1QHa 
6:21 the writer says that he will not bring into God’s ‘counsel of truth’ certain people (the 
text is incomplete; hence it is not clear what kind of people are implied), but elsewhere the 
expression is probably better translated ‘foundation of truth.’ However 1QHa 13:26 is 
translated,647 the writer parallels the expressions הניב ןיע (source of understanding) and  דוס
תמא (foundation/counsel of truth);648 God has hidden both of these from the writer’s 
antagonists. Here truth has to do with understanding or insight, which is also implied in 
1QHa 18:4; 19:4, 9-10. God’s truth is paralleled with God’s glory in 1QHa 14:12 ( לוכ ועדיו
הכדובכ םימואל לוכו הכתמא םיוג; ‘all nations shall know your truth and all peoples your glory’ 
– my translation, but cf. DSSEL).  
This brief excursus on the meaning of תמא in 1QHa shows that the word has a 
variety of nuances in different contexts. While most of the time there is a definite affinity 
with actions and attitudes behind this word, which merits the translation ‘faithfulness’ or 
‘fidelity’ or the like, there are instances where ‘truth’ appears to refer to a body of teaching 
(admittedly, very rarely) or where the word is used in contrast to something false. In such 
instances, תמא is better rendered ‘truth.’ This is where I differ from Scott (2011:340), who 
in the conclusion of his study on the word in 1QS insists that it ‘consistently retains the 
sense of “faithfulness” or “reliability”.’ It does so in most cases, but not always – at least 
not in 1QHa.  
 
3.4.2.6 1QHa 8:17-28 
1QHa 8:17 apparently starts a new poem with the words, ‘Blessed are you,649 o Lord, 
maker of everything and gr[eat] deeds’ (DSSEL; היללילעה [ב]רו ֯ל֯ו[כ]֯ה ֯ר֯צ֯ו֯י ינודא התא ךורב). 
Schuller & Newsom (2012:28-29, line 26), however, read differently ( ֯ל֯ו֯ד֯ג ֯י֯נ֯ודא התא ךורב
היללילעה ֯ב֯רו ֯ה֯צ֯ע֯ה) and translate: ‘Blessed are you, O Lord, great in counsel and mighty in 
deed.’ Holm-Nielsen (1960:237, n. 1) tentatively suggests that this may be the beginning 
of a new psalm, though there is no indentation at the beginning of the line. In his division 
                                                 
646 Cf. Hübner (1972:276), who argues that where the expression תמא דוס occurs in the Community Hymns, it refers to 
the Yaḥad. 
647 1QHa 25-26: DSSEL: ‘... for the sake of their guilt you have hidden in me the spring of understanding and the 
counsel of truth;’ DSSSE: ‘... because of their guilt you have concealed the source of understanding and the 
foundation of truth;’ (italics added; similarly also Holm-Nielsen 1960:99 and Schuller & Newsom 2012:43). 
648 Hübner (1972:276, n. 4) comments that in the Teacher Hymns the expression תמא דוס probably means the perfect, 
wonderful action of God which is hidden from men and equates it with God’s secret (‘das vollkommene, 
wunderbare Handeln, das den Menschen verborgen ist und nur Gott zugehört..., “göttliches Geheimnis”,’ quoting 
Jeremias 1963:198).  
649 Schuller (1990:135) observes that it was considered appropriate to begin new compositions with a baruḵ formula, 
though the formula may appear more than once in a single psalm. She also notes that this ‘is not a direct imitation of 
a biblical prototype, since … only Ps 144 begins in this way’ (Schuller 1990:135). Moreover, she rightly notes that 
in the Hodayot the words ךורב and הכדוא were used interchangeably. 
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of 1QHa 8 he considers lines 17 to the end of the column (his labels are 16:8-20) as a 
separate poem (so also DSSSE; Holm-Nielsen 1960:237, n. 1). One could, however, also 
argue that 1QHa 8:17 continues the thought of the previous section which had concluded 
with the writer’s repentance and desire to cling to God’s truth, though ultimately the 
question has no impact on the meaning of תירב in the following section.  
In 1QHa 8:17 the writer praises God for his creation and the kindness (דסח) shown 
to him (8:17-18, DSSEL). He expresses his desire to cleanse himself because of God’s 
righteousness, because apart from God’s enablement no human can be righteous in 
himself. Hence the writer asks for God’s cleansing, that he may draw near to God and 
stand before him because of God’s mercy (8:18-23). 1QHa 8:24 then reads: ‘[   ] And do 
not allow [   ] before him any affliction which causes a falling away from the statutes of 
your covenant’ (DSSEL; יכ ךתירב יקוחמ לושכמ עגנ לוכ וינפל[ ]י לאו). Presumably the Mosaic 
covenant as interpreted by the writer’s community is in view here. The expression יקוחמ
 ךתירב is unique; in the MT the words קח (statute) and תירב (covenant) are never used, as 
here, in a construct relationship, and they occur in the same verse only twice (Josh 24:25 
and Is 24:5). Obviously the idea is that God’s covenant comes with rules and regulations 
that are to be followed. The writer is apparently asking that God will not allow him to go 
through such difficult times that he might be tempted abandon God’s covenant regulations 
and, by implication, the covenant community. After this plea, the writer concludes with yet 
another acknowledgment of God’s grace, mercy and forgiveness towards those who keep 
his commandments and walk in his ways with integrity of heart (8:25-26), which enables 
him to again plead with God that he may not turn away from the writer (8:27). Though 
there are a few legible words in line 28, the rest of the column is not preserved. 
 
3.4.2.7 1QHa 10:20-30 
The composition in 1QHa 10:20-30 belongs to the Teacher Hymns as distinct from the 
Community Hymns in columns 4-9 and 18-27 (Douglas 1998:109). The blank space at the 
beginning of the line and the typical introductory phrase ‘I will praise/give thanks to you, o 
Lord’ indicate that a new poem starts at 10:20.650 The writer praises God for allowing him 
to come into the community ‘of the living’ (he calls it literally the ‘bundle of the living’ or 
                                                 
650 The poem is very well preserved, without any doubtful letters. Though 1QHa 10:20-30 is patterned on OT 
thanksgiving psalms, it is not a thanksgiving psalm in the strict sense of the term but ‘a mixture of ... psalms of 
thanksgiving, complaint and trust’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:46). Thiering (1963:193-194) sees an extensive chiasmus 
with the two lines containing תירב being the C and C’ part of the eight-part concentric structure (A, B, C, D, Centre, 
C’, B’, A’). Kittel (1975:66; 1981:37) prefers to label the structure as an inclusio. Like Kittel (1975:82-83; 
1981:47), Thiering detects a number of ‘apocalyptic symbols’ in lines 25-28 (i.e.  ,שאב ,תינח ,םיצח ,םתומחלמ ילכ ,םירובג
אושו ,העפא ,םלוק ,ןואש), but she does not further explain what she means by this. 
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‘the bundle of life,’ Holm-Nielsen 1960:40; םייחה רורצב) and his protection from danger, 
especially from those who were persecuting him.651 The wording indicates a possible 
allusion to 1 Samuel 25:29 where Abigail speaks to David, asking him to spare the lives of 
her husband and his associates who had treated David’s messengers with contempt (see 
Holm-Nielsen 1960:41, n. 2652).  
Whereas his enemies are apparently threatening his life (literally they are ‘seeking’ 
his ‘soul’, 1QHa 10:21),653 the writer firmly holds on to God’s covenant (654הךתירב יכמותב; 
1QHa 10:21-22, DSSEL). The verb 655ךמת is not found with תירב as object in the OT 
(Holm-Nielsen 1960:41, n. 6) where the synonym קזח is preferred. Here ‘covenant’ seems 
to be a summary term for all God’s instructions. The writer (possibly the Teacher of 
Righteousness, cf. e.g. Douglas 1999:262ff,656 though not everyone would agree with this 
identification; e.g. Hughes 2006:21; Kittel 1975:81-82; 1981:46),657 further identifies his 
enemies as being ‘a worthless counsel of the congregation of Belial,’ (my translation, but 
see DSSEL 1QHa 10:22), which seems to imply that they hold some important position, 
even though they do not accept the writer’s authority.  
The writer continues to express his gratitude to God for saving his life despite the 
attacks of his enemies, but he also knows that they attack him precisely because of his 
commitment to God. It is only because of God’s grace (הכידסחבו) that his steps are secure 
and he is strengthened (הכריבגהו) to withstand the opposition of his adversaries (1QHa 
                                                 
651 The literal expression is ‘snares of the pit,’ תחש ישקמ. Holm-Nielsen (1960:41, n. 4) rightly suggests that ‘pit’ in line 
21 ‘is used here as an effective contrast to life,’ but I do not agree with him that this has ‘no special significance in 
the present situation.’ In fact, the hunting terms used in this passage to describe threats from enemies are in 
continuity with biblical usage (Hughes 2006:222, n. 151), e.g. Ezk 19:4ff.  
652 Mansoor (1961:107, n. 11) sees a connection to 2 Sm 22:6, but the only word in common with the present text 
mentioned there is יֵשְׁק ֹֽ מ, and so this seems less likely.  
653 Elwolde (2010:172) rightly observes the striking similarity of phraseology in this passage (ישפנ ושקב םיצירע יכ) with 
Psalms 86:14 (י ִ֑שְַׁפנ וּ֣שְׁקִבּ םיִציִר ָ֭ע) and 54:5 (י ִ֑שְַׁפנ וּ֣שְׁקִבּ םיִציִרָע ֽ֭ ְו). 
654 The final kaf before he ‘shows that there is some uncertainty regarding the application of final letters’ (Holm-
Nielsen 1960:41, n. 6).  
655 The verb appears only twenty-one times in the MT, and with two exceptions (Gn 48:17; Ex 17:12) only in poetic 
texts. This may have influenced the author’s choice.  
656 Douglas (1999:262) believes that 1QHa 10:1-11:3 describes a deep conflict between the writer and his enemies, 
who differ from him because of his ‘interpretation of God’s “covenant” ... and God’s “service of worship”,’ and in 
particular in their ‘conduct of Israel’s cultic life.’ In his opinion (Douglas 1999:265) 1QHa 10 was written before the 
author’s exile into the wilderness (and 1QHa 12 afterwards) and believes that ‘it is difficult to avoid the logic ... that 
the Teacher of Righteousness was the author of the “Teacher Hymns”’ (Douglas 1999:266). This is possible, but can 
of course not be proven.  
657 Hughes (2006:21), with Kittel (1975:82; 1981:10-11), thinks that the ‘I’ of these hymns refers to the whole 
community rather than to a particular person, much less the Teacher of Righteousness. In fact, Kittel (1975:81-82; 
1981:46) believes that such an identification would deprive it ‘“of its power and theological insight,”’ since the 
writer uses ‘apocalyptic imagery’ in order to ‘universalise his experience.’ This, I think, overstates the point. While 
Hughes (2006:21), who agrees with Kittel, is right to insist that poetic analysis is very important ‘for a proper 
understanding of the meaning and function of these compositions,’ this does not mean that trying to assign a specific 
author to a poem precludes a universal application of it. Otherwise no-one could appropriate a biblical psalm that 
speaks into their situation for themselves. Therefore I prefer Newsom’s (2004:197) stance that the individual hymns 
(i.e. 1QHa 10:3-19; 12:5-13:4; 13:5-19; 13:20-15:5; 16:4-17:36) in the Hodayot were authored by a ‘persecuted 
leader of the community,’ though whether this points to a particular leader is not certain (Newsom 2004:197). It is, 
however, not precluded either (cf. also Newsom 2001:9). 
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10:23-25). He likens their enmity to a siege, a battle with bow and arrows (1QHa 10:25-
26), and to the angry raging of the sea and a destructive hurricane (1QHa 10:26-27).658 Yet 
despite his desperation and faintheartedness due to their attacks, the writer expresses again 
his steadfastness in holding on (קזח) to God’s covenant (1QHa 10:28), which, though he 
does not say so explicitly here, is his only hope and comfort.659 Covenant here seems to be 
a summary term for the Mosaic covenant, or more precisely, ‘scripture,’ God’s word, as 
conceived by the writer (i.e. texts considered authoritative by him and his community and 
as interpreted by them). 
The psalmist’s enemies will finally be trapped in their own snares, whereas the 
writer is safe in the knowledge that his ‘foot stands on level ground’ and that he will bless 
God’s name ‘far from their congregation’ (1QHa 10:29, DSSEL). This conclusion to the 
poem is a quote from Ps. 26:12, and according to Holm-Nielsen (1960:46, n. 30) is ‘the 
most complete and literal quotation which is found in the Hodayot’ (cf. also Elwolde 
2007:94). Only two words are different (due to divine name avoidance),660 but there are 
some minor grammatical changes in 1QHa. Compare 1QHa 10:28-29 ‘ רושימב הדמע ילגרו
הכמש הכרבא םלהקמ’ with Ps 26:12 ‘ֽהָוהְי ךְ ֵ֥רָבֲא םי ִ֗לֵהְקַמ ְ֝בּ רוֹ֑שׁיִמְב ה ָ֣דְֽמָע יְִלג ַ֭ר.’661 Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:40) translates the text, ‘My foot standeth in an even place. In their congregation 
[םלהקמ] I will bless Thy name.’ In his opinion, the translation ‘“away from their 
assembly,” i.e., the ungodly’s [sic]’ for םלהקמ is less likely to be correct, since he thinks 
this sense could ‘have been expressed rather more clearly’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:44, n. 26). 
If this translation is correct, one may argue that ‘the Hodayot, or at any rate this psalm, 
were meant for liturgical use in Qumran’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:44, n. 26). However, the 
preposition ןִמ more likely means ‘from’ (not ‘in’),662 and more recent translations, such as 
DSSEL and DSSSE follow this reading rather than Holm-Nielsen’s.  
                                                 
658 Lange (2012:260-261), probably correctly, sees in the expression םימ ןמהכו (1QHa 10:27) an allusion to Jeremiah 
10:13 where the same phrase occurs (ִםי ַ֙מ ןוֹ֥מֲה). However, 1QHa 10:27 changes the context of these words from a 
reference to God in Jeremiah to the writer’s enemies in 1QHa, whom Lange (2012:261) identifies as the ‘Pharisaic 
Seekers of Smooth Things.’ Lange (2012:261) concludes: ‘The example shows that the Hodayot employ the 
language of Jeremiah, but [do] not necessarily ... evoke the meaning of the Jeremiah-reference(s) in question.’  
659 Newsom (2001:22) considers this line the ‘climactic moment in the speaker’s confession of simultaneous terror and 
trust,’ where the speaker uses two nouns, שפנ and בל, to refer to himself (cf. Newsom 2004:237-238). 
660 Elwolde (2007:94) believes that the ‘similarity with the biblical text results from the work of a later hand’ (which 
seems to be conjecture), and that the replacement of ֽהָוְהי by הכמש may either be an instance of avoiding the 
tetragrammaton, or a genuine textual variant (Elwolde 2007:95).  
661 Holm-Nielsen (1960:44, n. 26) observes that the substitution of םלהקמ for םי ִ֗לֵהְקַמ ְ֝בּ ‘may be just a scribal error, 
because the 3rd person plural suffix here refers to nothing,’ but he then suggests that it is better to keep to the text 
‘because it is only to be expected that a mistake would have been corrected; thus, “their” must refer to the members 
of the covenant, who have not been directly mentioned in the psalm.’ 
662 Waltke & O’Connor (1990:212) give the following definitions for spatial uses of ןִמ (which seems to be implied 
here): (1) ‘the place where a thing or person originated;’ (2) ‘the direction where a thing is located’ (the examples 
they cite do not, however, include the preposition ‘in,’ but rather ‘to’); and, as the more basic use, (3) the ‘ablative 




Elwolde (2007:95) comments that the particular changes made by the writer of the 
Hodayot here find no other parallel elsewhere, and notes especially the fact that the last 
two words of 1QHa 10:29 are in the margin, which in his opinion indicates that they were 
probably added by a later hand.663 Elwolde (2007:95) then posits that the text may 
originally have read ‘םלהקמ ילגרו םב ולפנ ישפנל ונמט םיחפו,’ i.e. ‘and the traps they buried for 
my soul, they fell into them and the feet of their congregation.’ He adds that this 
‘apparently signifies that they, together with the members of their congregation, fell into 
the trap they had set for me, with the final הכמש הכרבא perhaps an interjection of joy and 
relief’ (Elwolde 2007:95). Though this is of course a possible solution, I find the 
suggestion less convincing than Elwolde makes out, and I prefer to take the whole text into 
account (cf. DSSEL, which clearly notes the reference to Ps. 26:12), especially as it has 
been preserved with the added words, and no alternative manuscript evidence has come to 
light so far.  
Obviously, this poem is deeply indebted to OT language (Holm-Nielsen 1960:45). 
Holm-Nielsen (1960:45) lists a large number of reminiscent phrases, and states that the 
poem ‘consists almost exclusively of expressions and phrases from the O.T., to such a 
degree that it may be justified to speak of a mosaic of O.T. quotations’ (Holm-Nielsen 
1960:45).664 Thiering (1963:195) agrees and astutely observes that these OT expressions 
have been weaved together ‘according to a formal pattern’ including chiasmus, listing and 
what she calls ‘gather-lines.’665  
Moreover, I believe that there is more to the quotation of Psalm 26 at the end of the 
poem than Holm-Nielsen admits, and that the writer in fact makes use of the basic 
argument of at least part of the psalm, even though the exact wording is not necessarily 
reproduced. Psalm 26 is, according to the superscript, a composition of (or to/for/about) 
David (דִוָדְל).666 The psalmist asks God for vindication from his enemies. He expresses his 
                                                 
663 So also Mansoor (1961:110, n. 2) who suggests that the two words ‘are clearly’ from a different hand. Though I am 
no handwriting expert, looking at the image of the text in DSSEL, I am not so sure whether the added words are 
really in a ‘clearly different’ handwriting than the rest of the column. Since none of the other scholars I consulted 
comment on this fact, I suggest that it is at least possible that the writer, noting his omission, inserted the words 
later, but that is, of course, speculation.  
664 Of course this statement depends on how one defines ‘quotation.’ Hughes (2006:44), for example, argues that ‘a 
quotation [is] a phrase which is marked, explicitly or implicitly, [and is] referring to the words of a speaker who is 
not the implied speaker of the composition.’ Quotations in this sense, in her opinion, do not appear in the Hodayot 
with the possible exception of the present text (see Hughes 2006:45, n. 420). What Holm-Nielsen sees as quotations 
is perhaps more in line with what Hughes considers an ‘allusion,’ which, though having ‘some kind of verbal 
parallel as the marker’ (Hughes 2006:46), may be either conscious or unconscious (Hughes 2006:45) on the part of 
the writer. 
665 She notes that ‘gather-lines’ operate on the principle where one ‘line weaves together several words, one word out 
of each of two, three, or four consecutive lines, either preceding or following the gather line’ (Thiering 1963:191).  
666 The preposition ל before names in Psalms superscriptions is notoriously difficult to interpret, and the same applies 
to similar superscriptions in the Hodayot. A good summary for possible meanings is found in Craigie (1983:33-34): 
‘(a) “for” (e.g. for David); (b) “by” (e.g. by David; viz. belonging to David as author); (c) “to” (perhaps in the sense 
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trust in God and his avoidance of the company (or congregation) of wicked men ( לַהְק
םיִעֵרְמ); 1QHa 10:22 mentions the ‘congregation of Belial,’ לעילב תדע (admittedly different 
wording but a similar concept). Moreover, the psalmist (of Ps 26) will go to God’s house, 
will continue to walk in integrity, and asks God to redeem him. As a result, his ‘foot will 
stand on a level place, [and] in the congregations (םי ִ֗לֵהְקַמ ְ֝בּ) he will bless Yahweh.’ The 
psalmist describes the wicked men as ‘sinners,’ ‘men of blood,’ ‘men with evil plans,’ men 
who bribe others (Ps 26:9-10). Earlier he labels them ‘deceitful men’ (אְוָשׁ־יֵתְמ); 1QHa 
10:22 mentions the ‘counsel of the worthless/deceitful’ (אושׁ דוס) and ‘pretenders’ (NASB, 
Ps 26:4; םיִמָלֲַענ, ‘those who are hidden’), and ‘assembly of the wicked.’  
 
3.4.2.8 Excursus: דוס in the DSS and the MT 
The word דוס appears 101 times in the DSS (according to a word search in DSSEL) but 
only twenty-one times in the MT. An interesting feature is that the majority of these 
biblical occurrences are in poetic texts: six in the Psalms, three in Job, five in Proverbs, 
once in Genesis 49:6 (also a poetic text and the only occurrence in the Pentateuch), and six 
times in the Prophets (four in Jeremiah and one each in Ezekiel and Amos, the latter again 
in a poetic text). HALOT defines the word as ‘confidential conversation’ (e.g. Amos 3:7) 
or ‘circle of confidants.’ All the occurrences in the MT fit one or the other of these 
definitions. In other words, in the Bible the word has to do with close, intimate 
relationships, expressed in confidential talks with a trusted person that may include the 
revelation of personal secrets that are told to no one else.  
                                                                                                                                                 
“dedicated to”); (d) “with reference to, concerning, about”; (e) “for the use of”’ (cf. also Weiser 1962:95-99; Kraus 
1988:22-23). In the past, the preposition has been taken to imply only category (b), i.e. authorship, but this has 
rightly been questioned. As Craigie (1983:34) points out, the use of the preposition in different psalm titles gives a 
different picture. Sometimes the preposition precedes a name (most often David, with or without preceding 
expressions; e.g. Ps 3:1); on other occasions it precedes a group of persons (e.g. ‘for the sons of Korah;’ e.g. Ps 
42:1); occasionally it is used in the sense ‘for use on’ (e.g. Ps 92:1, ‘for use on the Sabbath day’); or in the sense ‘for 
the use of/by’ (e.g. Ps 102; ‘for the use of/by the afflicted’); or the preposition may be used with a name, but not 
implying authorship but meaning ‘belonging to’ (e.g. Ps 30:1; ‘for the house of David’) (Craigie 1983:34), or even 
in the sense ‘belonging to (a collection of hymns)’ (Craigie 1983:35; Weiser 1962:96; see below). While authorship 
cannot be excluded (after all David is associated with the composition of hymns and called the ‘sweet psalmist of 
Israel,’ 2 Sm 23:1), it is unlikely that ל has that meaning in the majority of cases. Weiser (1962:96) suggests that the 
superscription ד(י)ודל (‘to/for/about/by David’) precedes the dates when the psalms were put in collections (i.e. 
Books 1-5 of psalms) and therefore may have initially been used to describe psalms that the Davidic king could use 
in worship. However, he agrees that it is unlikely that all seventy-three psalms attributed to David were for the use 
of the king (Weiser 1962:96; cf. Kraus 1988:23). Many psalms do not simply contain the superscript 
‘To/for/about/by David’, but are further qualified, sometimes with more or less detailed descriptions of the situation 
in which David was supposed to have been (e.g. Ps 3:1: ‘A Psalm by David, when he fled from Absalom his son’), 
or more simply דִ֥ו ָ֫דְל ַח ֵַ֗צּנְמַל (‘For the Choir director, to/for/by David’ Ps 11:1). Weiser (1962:97-98) suggests that 
initially in postexilic worship psalms were attributed to the singers who sang them, and that the expression  ִוָדְלד  was 
used to designate those psalms that ‘were thought to have originated in the pre-exilic royal cult of the temple.’ I am 
inclined to think that at least those psalms where descriptions of the situation in which David found himself are 
given do actually go back to him as author, though others consider these ‘historical superscripts’ as later insertions 
and attempts at introduction which are not necessarily historically reliable (cf. Eissfeldt 1974:452). Kraus (1988:22-
23) rightly notes that even if the superscriptions were inserted later, ‘the Jewish community already understood the 
heading ודלד  as a statement regarding the author.’ This probably applies also to headings with other names.  
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In many of the occurrences this is also true in the DSS, but there the word has in 
some contexts acquired an additional nuance, namely that of foundation (either 
metaphorically of someone’s worldview, or literally that of a building).667 The distribution 
of the word in the DSS is also interesting: twice in CD (plus two in 4Q fragments); ten 
times in 1QS (plus two in 4Q fragments), twenty-nine (i.e. almost a third of all 
occurrences) in 1QHa, two in 4QH fragments, nine times in the liturgical texts concerned 
with the Sabbath Sacrifices, and the rest in various other fragments. The two occurrences 
in CD and the ten in 1QS all refer to either a secret or a secret council, i.e. a confidence 
entrusted to someone or the company of trusted friends, who may be either positively the 
Yaḥad or negatively outsiders or evildoers. In 1QHa most occurrences fall within the 
definition of ‘secret council,’ ‘circle of confidants,’ or ‘confidential conversation,’668 but 
there are a few occurrences where the word rather has to do metaphorically with the basis 
or foundation of one’s worldview,669 or literally refers to the foundation of a building or 
firm ground in the earth, such as rocks.670  
 
3.4.2.9 1QHa 12:5-13:4 
A new poem starts at 1QHa 12:5,671 as indicated by the blank space before the words ‘I 
will praise you, O Lord.’ According to Newsom (2004:197) this is one of the hymns 
attributed to a ‘persecuted leader.’ Both Newsom (2004:311) and Hughes (2006:127) 
observe that the poem is linked literarily to 10:3-19, but Hughes (2006:127) believes that 
despite this relationship, the two compositions do not necessarily come from the same pen 
(as suggested by Douglas 1998:126), but they are simply linked through a common 
exegetical tradition. In a detailed study of the poem, Hughes (2006:204) observes a 
number of key words and phrases, including ‘your covenant’ (all except one spelled 
plene), which appears six times, three each in the two main sections into which she divides 
it.  
The writer begins by praising God because he has ‘made my face shine 
with/by/for672 your covenant’ (הכתירבל ינפ הת֯וריאה, DSSEL, 1QHa 12:5). This expression is 
                                                 
667 Cf. DSSEL Dictionary and Schuller & Newsom (2012:101).  
668 These include: 5:3; 6:18, 21; 9:27, 38; 10:10, 22; 11:19; 12:25, 28; 13:9, 24, 26; 14:5; 15:34; 18:4; 19:4, 9; 19:11, 
16; 20:12; 24:14; frg 63:2. 
669 For example 5:21; 9:22. 
670 For example 14:26, ‘you set a foundation upon the rock,’ though the picture here is apparently used also 
metaphorically as a reference to God’s laws. So also 15:9. 
671 The poem is well preserved, except for some lacunae at the bottom of column 12 and the beginning of column 13, 
and a small lacuna in line 17. Though it is ‘just possible’ that a new, short poem begins at the bottom of column 12 
and ends at 13:4, this is unlikely, according to Hughes (2006:96). 
672 Holm-Nielsen (1960:76 and 80, n. 2) translates the ל instrumentally, ‘with’, whereas Schuller & Newsom (2012:39) 
translate ‘for’, as does Mansoor (1961:122). Mansoor (1961:122, n. 5) observes that others understand the ל to mean 
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unique, since it never occurs in the MT and only here in the DSS, though Douglas 
(1999:251) argues that it also occurs at 11:3 (Douglas: 11:5) where he restores the very 
broken line.673 In the MT, the ‘commandment of the LORD ... enlighten[s] the eyes ( תַ֥וְצִמ
ִםֽיָניֵע ת ַ֥ריִאְמ ... הָ֥וְהי)’ (Ps 19:9) and ‘the unfolding (or ‘opening’) of [his] words gives light 
(  ֶ֥רָבְדּ חַת ֵ֖פּרי ִָ֗אי ךָי )’ (Ps 119:130), but this is not the same as God making someone’s ‘face 
shine with’ his ‘covenant.’ Usually, God makes his face to shine upon people (as in the 
Aaronic blessing, Nu 6:25). In 1QHa 12:5 the idea is perhaps that through God’s revelation 
of himself in the ‘covenant,’ presumably the Mosaic covenant (as interpreted by the 
writer’s community), the writer is elated and excited, similar to Moses’ face which shone 
when he came down from Mt Sinai after his meeting with God and receiving the Ten 
Commandments (cf. Hughes 2006:105, who suggests that 1QHa 12:5 may be a ‘subtle 
typological allusion’ to these texts). De Vries (1965:396) likewise notes that ‘God’s 
mighty work of giving the new light of revelation is stated as the occasion for the poet’s 
praise. God has made him no less than a new Moses, causing his face to shine (Exodus 34, 
35; cf. 2 Cor. 3, 7f).’ The ‘only other place in the MT where light and covenant are linked 
is Isa 42:6,’ a text where it is stated that God will appoint his Servant as ‘a covenant to the 
people, a light to the nations’ (Hughes 2006:105). However, the context there is very 
different from that in 1QHa 12:5 and therefore one can at most speak of an allusion.  
There are some words missing at the end of 1QHa 12:5. The writer continues to 
state that his desire is to seek God who revealed himself to him (1QHa 12:6). However, 
then he outlines his distress, caused by people who are not only going astray themselves, 
but who are also leading others astray from God and reject the writer’s authority (1QHa 
12:7-8). In fact, not only did his enemies reject him, but even his friends have forsaken 
him and left him alone (1QHa 12:8-9). The enemies are not identified. De Vries (1965:396) 
surmises that they may have been the Jerusalem priesthood, but this is of course 
conjecture. The writer uses the imagery of thirsty people being denied drink to express the 
fact that his enemies plotted against him and God’s laws and kept even those wanting to 
learn from doing so, though they will ultimately be caught in their own traps (1QHa 12:9-
11).  
The writer acknowledges that despite all their schemes, God will thwart his 
enemy’s wicked plans (lit. ‘plans of Belial’, 1QHa 12:12-13) and bring about his own 
counsel. He then describes the wicked behaviour of his enemies: they are ‘hypocrites’ 
                                                                                                                                                 
‘“in view of, for the purpose of”, understanding that “God has illuminated the psalmist so that he enters the 
covenant.”’ 
673 DSSEL only has the words ינפ התוריאה and indicates the next few letters as unreadable. Since the phrase  ינפ הת֯וריאה
הכתירבל does not occur in the MT or anywhere else in the DSS, Douglas (1999:251) suggests that this establishes 
‘strong affinities’ between the compositions in 10:23-11:3 (Douglas: 10:34-11:5) and 12:5-29a (Douglas: 12:7-31a).  
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(Schuller & Newsom 2012:39, DSSSE) or ‘pretenders’ (DSSEL),674 they ‘devise the plans 
of Belial’ (ובושחי לעילב תומז; 1QHa 12:13-14, my translation; Schuller & Newsom 2012:39 
have: they ‘concoct devilish plans’), and they do not seek God sincerely (lit. ‘they seek 
him with a double heart,’ בלו בלב הכושרדיו, 1QHa 12:14). As a result, they are not steeped in 
God’s truth, but are men who are compared to poisonous roots who, by implication, 
contaminate everybody they come in contact with. They are stubborn, idolatrous, believe 
‘lying675 prophets’ and are ‘themselves seduced by error’ (1QHa 12:14-16, Schuller & 
Newsom, 2012:39). They lead God’s people (perhaps a reference to the writer’s followers) 
astray with their words because they have neither chosen God’s ways nor obeyed his 
words (1QHa 12:16-18). Newsom (2004:323) aptly comments that ‘there is something 
quite ghastly about this representation of self-perverting knowledge ... [S]uch persons ... 
exercise their power cunningly, carrying their doubleness into the social realm as people 
“who hide themselves” (12:13, i.e., “hypocrites” …).’  Furthermore, she observes that the 
language used here is reminiscent of Deuteronomy (Newsom 2004:323), but I think that 
some of the vocabulary is even more evocative of Ezekiel and his invectives against his 
sinful countrymen.676 Deuteronomic influence can be seen in the expression םבל תורירש, 
‘the stubbornness of their heart’ (1QHa 12:16), which occurs (generally with defective 
spelling, םבל תוררש) five times in Jeremiah (3:17; 7:24; 9:13; 11:8; 13:10) and in Psalm 
81:13 (Newsom 2004:323),677 and is also quite common in CD (2:17; 3:5, 11; 8:19; 19:33; 
20:9), but appears elsewhere in exactly this form only in 1QS (9:10).678 The expression 
הנעלו שור הרופ שרוש (1QHa 12:14, ‘a root producing poison and wormwood’) is found in 
Deuteronomy 29:17 (ֽהָנֲעַלְו שׁא ֹ֖ ר ה ֶֹ֥רפּ שֶׁר ֹ֛ שׁ).679 Holm-Nielsen (1960:83, n. 32) rightly 
suggests that this may be ‘a conscious quotation,’ and points to Hebrews 12:15 which also 
mentions the phrase ‘to characterize those who have fallen away from God.’ In other 
words, the writer likens his enemies to those who break the covenant, whereas he, by 
implication, holds fast to it.  
                                                 
674 םימלענ (Ni pt mp of םלע), lit. ‘those who are being hidden,’ or perhaps better, ‘those who are hiding themselves.’ 
675 In a pertinent comment, Newsom (2004:322-23) remarks that ‘At Qumran the opposite of knowledge is not 
ignorance, but falsity or perversion.’ She calls this their ‘ideology of truth’, which implies also that the speaker’s 
enemies ‘cannot be seen merely as wrong or mistaken. They must be liars and deceivers. Lying is a logically 
interesting phenomenon, because one of the preconditions of lying is knowing the truth. Thus the speaker’s rivals 
are necessarily posited as having some access to the truth, though the hodayah does not explain exactly how this 
occurs. ... Their flaw is not in their knowledge but in their will’ (Newsom 2004:323).  
676 The word לושכמ (‘stumbling block’, 1QHa 12:15) occurs 14 times in the OT, 8 in Ezekiel; הִָמּז (‘wickedness, plan, 
scheme;’ 1QHa 12:13, in the plural) occurs 29 times in the OT, 13 in Ezekiel; and 36 out of 48 occurrences of םילולִּגּ 
(‘idols;’ 1QHa 12:15) appear in Ezekiel. 
677 Moreover, in Deuteronomy 29:18 the expression יבל תוררש is found, and ובל תוררש appears in Jeremiah 16:12; 18:12 
and 23:17. Jeremiah of course is heavily influenced by deuteronomic language. 
678 With suffixes (3mp or 3ms), בל תורירש appears altogether twenty five times in the DSS, of which eight each are in 
CD and 1QS, one here in 1QHa, and the remainder in other fragments. 
679 The context in Deuteronomy is the covenant renewal in Moab, and more specifically the warning to the new 
generation that had grown up in the wilderness neither to imitate their ancestors who had died in the wilderness nor 
to copy the customs of the Canaanites whose land they were going to possess (see esp. Dt 29:14-21). 
286 
 
In the following lines the writer shows how God will judge his enemies in 
accordance with the magnitude of their wickedness. Those who have forsaken (or ‘are 
estranged from,’ cf. Holm-Nielsen 1960:77; הכתירבמ ורוזנ רשא) God’s covenant will in fact 
be trapped in their own snares (1QHa 12:19). Presumably the ‘covenant’ mentioned here 
refers to the Mosaic Law (as interpreted by the writer’s community). The word translated 
‘turned away,’ רוז (1QHa 12:19, DSSEL), is rare in the MT where it only occurs six times, 
all in poetic or prophetic texts680 with the connotation of forsaking or being estranged from 
either God or human beings, and never in connection with תירב. In the DSS the word 
occurs only here. It seems to be used as a synonym for רוס, which may also be used in the 
context of defecting from God, though only indirectly for defecting from God’s covenant 
(Jr 32:42).  
The writer continues to list some of the characteristics of God and his people which 
contrast with those of his enemies, stating firstly what God is not: there is no delusion in 
his works, nor deceit in his purposes (1QHa 12:20-21). Whereas the wicked will be ‘cut 
off’ (line 20), those who are ‘according to [God’s] soul’ and ‘walk in the way of [his] 
heart’ will be established in his presence forever (1QHa 12:21-22). The writer himself is 
determined to hold on to God and his enabling power, which allows him to take a stand 
against those who despise and reject him (1QHa 12:22-23).  
The writer now turns his mind to those whom he selected, who obey and follow 
him and who ‘are meeting together for [God’s] covenant’ (1QHa 12:24, הכתירבל דחי םידעונה; 
cf. DSSSE), in other words, his own community.681 Unlike the people in general the 
writer’s community is ‘responsive to the speaker’ (Newsom 2004:320). Covenant in this 
line seems to refer not (only) to the Mosaic covenant, but (in particular) to the 
congregation of the writer’s followers in worship, perhaps even, as Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:84, n. 54) suggests, the ‘initiation ceremony after the conclusion of the novitiate.’ 
The phrase ‘meeting together for [God’s] covenant’ is paralleled by the statement ‘those 
who are sought by me’ at the beginning of the line, which refers to ‘the members of the 
community in a wider sense’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:84, n. 54). But obviously the writer 
exercised some choice in the selection of his companions since they were ‘sought by’ him. 
The word used for ‘meeting together’ (םידעונה, from √דעי) may be significant here because 
the root is also used in Exodus in contexts where God says he will meet with his people in 
                                                 
680 Isaiah 1:4; Ezekiel 14:5; Psalms 58:4, 69:9, 78:30; Job 19:3. 
681 Cf. Newsom (2004:320), who argues that the poem is concerned with four ‘human actors,’ namely the ‘I’ of the 
writer, ‘your people’, whom she identifies as God’s people in general, ‘them,’ who are the writer’s opponents, and 
lastly, the writer’s own community, who ‘are identified as “all who are examined by me,” “who have met together 
for your covenant,” who “listen to me,” “who marshal themselves together before you” (12:24-25), and in the 
technical terminology for the sect as “the many” (12:27).’ 
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front of the mercy seat or the tent of meeting (e.g. Ex 25:22; 29:42-43 etc.).682 It seems the 
writer has in mind this idea of a sacred assembly in the presence of God.  
In 1QHa 12:26-27 the writer expresses his assurance that those who ‘array 
themselves before [God] in the council of the saints,’ perhaps for (spiritual) battle, or as a 
(spiritual) sacrifice, will not be allowed to go astray, though those who are against God 
will be destroyed in judgment. The expression ‘those who have arrayed [themselves]’ 
( ורעיווכ ) is interesting, since ךרע is often used to express the arrangement of battle lines in 
war (e.g. 1 Sm 4:2), but also for the arrangement of the showbread in the tabernacle (Ex 
40:4) or of a sacrifice (Lv 1:8), or the bringing of a lawsuit (Ps 50:21). Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:84, n. 56) prefers the first option (for battle), though he admits that the last option 
would fit the immediate context following this expression where the writer says that God 
will ‘cause their judgment to endure forever and truth to go forth without obstruction’ 
(1QHa 12:25; DSSEL).  
In 1QHa 12:27-28 the writer acknowledges that God has given him not only the 
wisdom to understand God’s word himself, but also to enlighten ‘many’ (םיבר, perhaps a 
hint at the DSS community, but the word is used without the definite article in both lines) 
with his insights. Though humanity is but sinful and frail and cannot exist without God’s 
enabling grace, God has in fact made himself known to mankind through ‘the spirit which 
[he] created for him’ (1QHa 12:31), especially to those who are willing to do God’s will 
(1QHa 12:33). However, as he remembers his own and his ancestors’ sinfulness, the author 
feels weak, fearful and unworthy in God’s presence (1QHa 12:34) and forsaken by his 
covenant (הכתירבמ יתבזענ; 1QHa 12:35, DSSEL), especially as he considers how ‘the 
wicked have risen against Your covenant and scoundrels against Your word’ ( םיעשר םוקב 
הכרב ̇ד לע םיאכלחו ךתירב לע; 1QHa 12:34-35, DSSEL). Since the parallelism in this last clause 
equates ‘covenant’ with ‘word,’ it is the Sinai covenant (as interpreted by the community) 
that is probably in view here.  
Yet, there may be more to the expression than is apparent at first sight. The phrase 
‘I am forsaken by your covenant’ (הכתירבמ יתבזענ, 1QHa 12:35) is peculiar, since the Niphal 
of בזע never appears with תירב in the MT. There are basically two different translation 
options for 1QHa 12:35 (הכתירבמ יתבזענ יעשפב יתרמא ינאו). DSSEL translates: ‘I said in my 
transgression, I am abandoned by your covenant;’ similarly also Holm-Nielsen (1960:78): 
‘But I said in my sin, I am deserted by Thy covenant.’ Holm-Nielsen (1960:86, n. 92) 
does, however, give an alternative, reading the ב on יעשפב causatively and then translating, 
                                                 
682 םידעונה describes negatively those who gathered together and rebelled against God (Nu 14:35; 16:11; 27:3), but 
positively the people gathered together with Solomon at the dedication of the temple (1 Ki 8:5).  
288 
 
‘“I have been expelled from Thy covenant,” i.e. from the community.’ He adds: ‘If the 
passage refers directly to the circumstances within the community, the situation in question 
could be the re-acceptance of an excommunicate, cf. 1QS 6:24ff’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:86, 
n. 92). Schuller & Newsom (2012:41) render the phrase more in line with this alternative: 
‘And I said, “In my sin I have been abandoned, far from your covenant,’ including the 
word ‘far’ for a smoother English reading. De Vries (1965:395) similarly translates, 
‘Because of my transgression have I been abandoned, outside thy covenant,’ interpreting 
the preposition ןמ to mean ‘outside.’ Hughes (2006:101) prefers something more akin to 
DSSEL and translates ‘And I, I said “In my transgression I have been forsaken from your 
covenant,”’ noting (at n. 142) that it ‘is unclear where the reported speech begins.’ 
Whichever of these translations one prefers, it is certainly curious that the writer feels 
abandoned by God’s covenant, not just by God. Therefore, Holm-Nielsen’s alternative 
reading has much to commend it since it implies that people have abandoned the writer, 
not an impersonal entity. In other words, ‘covenant’ here means the ‘covenant community.’ 
This may also be implied by the previous statement (‘the wicked have risen against Your 
covenant and scoundrels against Your word;’ 1QHa 12:34-35). Here, too, ‘covenant’ and 
‘word’ may refer to the covenant community against which the enemies have arisen. This 
seems to be confirmed by the following lines where the writer says he remembers God’s 
power and ‘abundant mercies’, which enable him to stand ‘upright and firm’ and with a 
strengthened mind against adversity (or: affliction/assault; עגנ ינפל דמעמב הקיזחה יחורו המוקא, 
1QHa 12:36), which may possibly indicate people who opposed him (1QHa 12:35-37). All 
this is possible by God’s forgiveness (1QHa 12:37-38), which ultimately will result in 
glory to God himself.  
The last lines of the poem are very fragmented; in the preserved part of 1QHa 12:39 
the writer asserts that he will hold fast to God’s covenant (הכתירבב הקזחתא) until some no 
longer preserved event, perhaps ‘forever.’ 1QHa 12:40 asserts that God is truth and his 
works are righteousness. The phrase ‘hold fast to God’s covenant’ is in striking contrast to 
the notion in the previous paragraph where the writer feels abandoned by the covenant. 
However, if, as suggested, covenant there refers to the community, it is less surprising, as 
here evidently the Mosaic covenant is in view. Elwolde (2010:165) suggests that 1QHa 
12:34-35 may ‘represent a summary allusion to’ Psalm 78:32-40, though there is no direct 
verbal affinity. Considering in particular 1QHa 12:39 and its context, he observes that 
though there are some verbal similarities (for example, both the Psalm and 1QHa use the 
word רפכ for atonement, though in different grammatical forms), ‘the presentation of, or 
reflection on, the biblical text itself was not the goal of the writer’ (Elwolde 2010:165-
166). Since רפכ and ןוע are used elsewhere in Scripture, for example in Daniel 9:24, it is in 
my opinion more likely that there is neither any direct dependence of the present text on 
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Psalm 78 (Elwolde 2010:166) nor on Daniel 9:24 or other texts, but the resemblances are 
merely echoes of biblical language.  
 
3.4.2.10 1QHa 13:5-19 
At the beginning of the poem starting at 1QHa 13:5 the writer thanks God for not 
abandoning him to his own wicked inclinations or judging him according to his guilt 
(1QHa 13:5-6). The rest of the poem employs the imagery of ferocious lions in a variety of 
ways. Part of line 6 is missing, which makes it difficult to know what exactly the first 
image implies. However, it seems that 1QHa 13:6-8 associates the writer positively with 
‘lions,’ ‘fishermen,’ and ‘hunters’ who ‘hunt for the children of injustice’ (DSSEL), 
perhaps hinting at Jeremiah 16:16,683 where both the words for ‘fishermen’ and that for 
‘lions’ appear in the context of God hunting down and punishing those who do evil in 
Israel. This reading accepts the translation of DSSEL for םיבר םיגיד םע רוגמב ינמשתו: ‘You 
assigned my dwelling with many fishermen’ (1QHa 13:7-8; so also DSSSE, Schuller & 
Newsom 2012:43, and Holm-Nielsen 1960:8). Mansoor (1961:132), however, reads: 
‘Thou hast placed me [i]n terror with many fishermen,’ suggesting that רוגמ is related to 
Jeremiah’s nick-name Magor-Missabib (‘Terror-all-around’) in Jeremiah 6:25 (cf. רוֹגָמ I; 
HALOT). Nevertheless, since the writer considers the lions, fishermen and hunters as 
those who ‘hunt down’ the ‘children of injustice,’ I prefer the translation ‘dwelling (place)’ 
(cf. רוֹגָמ II; HALOT). The writer then asserts that it is precisely there that God 
‘established’ him ‘for judgment’ and ‘strengthened’ his heart through the 
‘foundation/counsel of truth’ (perhaps a deliberate wordplay on דוס/דסי and ץמא/תמא:  םשו
בבלב התצמא תמא דוסו ינתדסי טפשמלי ).  
The next phrase is difficult, as the different translations offered show. The Hebrew 
of DSSSE reads: הישרודל תירב הזמו (1QHa 13:9, cf. Schuller & Newsom 2012:42), i.e. ‘and 
from this comes a covenant for those who seek it’ (Schuller & Newsom 2012:43). DSSEL 
however, has הישרודל תירב הימו, i.e. ‘and waters (?)684 of the covenant for those who seek 
it,’ apparently adopting Wise’s emendation from תירב הימו to תירבה ימו (Wise 2003:125, 
also n. 38; cf. Douglas 1998:127, n. 35). Wise (2003:125) defends his emendation by 
noting that the ‘Teacher uses water imagery for his teaching throughout his hymns.’ 
Though Mansoor (1961:133, n. 2) asserts that the manuscript supports the reading הזמו 
                                                 
683 Holm-Nielsen (1960:93, n. 13) notes a connection to this scripture as well as Isaiah 19:8. Lange (2012:256-257) 
observes that the words גיד (fisherman) and דיצ (hunter) ‘are paired only in’ 1QHa 13:10 (as well as its parallel 4QHc 
1 i:2) and in Jeremiah 16:16. In addition, the expression םיבר םיגיד also only occurs in these two texts, and therefore 
he rightly suggests that an allusion to Jeremiah is very likely (Lange 2012:257).   
684 The question mark obviously indicates the tentative nature of this reading by the translator(s).  
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instead of הימו, in my opinion it is an open question, and both readings can be defended, 
though I think הימו is slightly more likely.685 The difficulty is then the 3fs suffix ה: does 
this refer to the following תירב or the preceding תמא (assuming that it agrees in gender with 
its referent), or should one assume, with Douglas (1998:127, n. 35) a misplaced space and 
read with him and Wise (2003:125) תירבה ימו? In my opinion this last option is indeed 
preferable and makes most sense in the context. In this case, the phrase ‘waters of the 
covenant’ seems to refer to the teaching of the writer (and his community?), i.e. his (their?) 
interpretation of the Mosaic covenant, which those who seek it can find by associating 
with him (them). If the reading הישרודל תירב הזמו were accepted, the word ‘covenant’ would 
probably mean the covenant community, as in 1QHa 12. I think the former option is more 
likely, since the preceding lines seem to refer to the experiences of an individual rather 
than that of a community, but one cannot be dogmatic.  
The writer continues to assert that God has protected him from his adversaries, 
whom he likens to ferocious lions and serpents on the prowl (perhaps a figure of speech 
for slander). God closed their mouths (1QHa 13:9), hid the writer from them (lit. ‘sons of 
Adam,’ 1QHa 13:11), and revealed his salvation to the writer by ‘hiding’ his law in him 
(1QHa 13:11-12). Furthermore, God did not abandon the writer but heard his bitter 
complaints and saved him (1QHa 13:12-13).  
The rest of the poem basically repeats this sequence, using slightly different terms 
for the writer (he calls himself ‘poor’, ינע – lines 13, 14; ןויבא – line 16; and ‘wretched,’ שר 
– line 14).686 He has been saved from the teeth and tongue of ‘lions’ because God shut 
them up (lines 14-15). The writer has been refined like silver and gold in the fire (lines 16-
17), presumably by such slander, as in line 17 he says that he was crushed by the wicked, 
but God has nevertheless given him a calm spirit and freed him from his attackers (who are 
again likened to lions, lines 18-19).   
                                                 
685 The image of the scroll is difficult to interpret. On the whole I think Douglas (1998:127, n. 35) has a point when he 
notes that comparison with other yods and zayins in the vicinity supports the acceptance of the yod. Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:90) does not translate הימו, replacing it by (?). In a lengthy footnote he explains that the sequence of letters 
does not make sense (Holm-Nielsen 1960:94, n. 17). He adds that the translation ‘and waters of the covenant for 
those who seek it’ is ‘as obscure as the text itself.’ He also rejects the emendation to הזמו and suggests that the word 
could be a mistaken spelling for החימו (‘survivors, provisions,’ cf. 1QM 13:8), but he rightly considers this too 
conjectural. Holm-Nielsen (1960:94, n. 17) ends the note by arguing that the text is sufficiently unclear to replace 
the word with a question mark. In my opinion this merely confuses the matter further. The word is clearly visible, 
and whether one reads הימו or הזמו, the text is not incomprehensible, though of course it is not easy to interpret. 
Other translations agree with either one or the other of the suggestions: Vermes (1998:167) agrees with DSSEL and 
translates ‘waters of the covenant,’ whereas García Martínez (1996:337) agrees with DSSSE and translates ‘The 
covenant, therefore, for those looking for it.’  
686 Elwolde (2010:169), like Mansoor (1961:134, n. 3) and others, suggests a parallel to Psalm 82:3 where the psalmist 
asks God to do ‘justice to the afflicted and destitute’ (  ְצַה שׁ ָ֣רָו י ִ֖נָעוּקֽיִדּ ). Though the present text also uses the two 
words ינע and שׁר, the fact that there are no other similarities mitigates against direct dependence, but since the same 
words only appear ‘in just one additional passage in the Hodayot, it is less likely that the use of the expression can 
be explained purely on the basis of statistical probability, and [it is] more likely that the Psalms passage consciously 
or unconsciously underlay the choice of wording’ (Elwolde 2010:169).   
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3.4.2.11 1QHa 13:20-39 
The poem contained in 1QHa 13:20-39687 is rightly entitled ‘Revolt Against the 
Community Leader’ by De Vries (1965:402). It continues some of the themes encountered 
in the previous poem but the writer is more vicious when describing his adversaries. He 
starts by praising God,688 whose strength and glory are endless, for not abandoning an 
orphan or despising a poor (DSSEL) or destitute (Schuller & Newsom 2012:43) person, 
probably referring to himself (so also Newsom 2004:342).689 In God’s presence, even the 
humble (or poor) may stay at his feet with those ‘who are eager for righteousness’ 
(Schuller & Newsom 2012:43; 1QHa 13:21-22), and they may, like all faithful people, 
expect to be delivered from their humble estate (lit. from desolation/destruction, ןואשמ).  
Then the writer contrasts himself with the humble who have been delivered from 
their estate. Though there is a lacuna in the text, it is evident that he has, in his own 
opinion, become ‘a cause of controversy and quarrels’ and ‘jealousy and anger’ (Schuller 
& Newsom 2012; 1QHa 13:22-23; ףאו האנק יערל םינדמו בירל ינד[   ]ע לע יתייה ינאו) even to his 
closest friends, namely those who ‘entered into my covenant’ (יתירב יאבל; 13:23). This is 
evidently a reference to the writer’s associates in his community who, like he, have taken it 
upon themselves to live according to the Law of Moses in accordance with the strict 
interpretation adopted by the sectarians. It may even be a hint that this is the founder of the 
community, since he speaks about ‘my covenant.’ Though Holm-Nielsen (1960:106, n. 17) 
warns against hasty conclusions, since the word תירב with first person singular suffix never 
refers to the community (all, except the present, references to תירב with first person 
singular suffix are in contexts where God is speaking), there is an analogous use with the 
first person plural suffix in 4Q471 (4QWarScroll-like Text B) 2:2 where the (admittedly 
fragmentary) text states that the readers are to ‘keep the testimonies of our community’ 
(DSSEL, italics added). This seems to be a reference to the community, not anything else, 
and I suggest that the present text can be similarly interpreted. Moreover, the text reads 
‘jealousy and anger to those who entered into my covenant,’ יתירב יאבל ףאו (1QHa 13:23, 
DSSEL, italics added), and the expression תירב יאב is ‘the usual designation for the 
members of the sectarian covenant’ (Mansoor 1961:136, n. 2).   
                                                 
687 Whether the poem actually finishes in line 39 is difficult to say. It is possible that it continues, and in fact Holm-
Nielsen (1960:99-129) considers what he labels column 5:20-7:5 (DSSEL cols 13:5-15:5) one long poem. Since the 
word תירב does not appear in 14:1-15:5 I have only considered 1QHa 13:5-39. 
688 There is a scribal correction at the beginning of the poem: התא ךורב ׅׄה ׅׄכ ׅׄׄדׅו ׅׄא. De Vries (1965:406) observes that this 
changes the hymn from ‘a hodayah (individual thanksgiving hymn) into a berākâh (hymnic meditation).’ Even so, 
considering the content it is more likely an individual hymn. De Vries (1965:406) likewise suggests that the 
corrector ‘has been misled by the gnomic character of this introduction, but the historic reference of the whole poem 
indicates that the original formula is correct.’  
689 שר התיזב אלו םותי התבזע אל. The words םותי and שר appear together in Psalm 82:3, the only place they do, but that is 
the only similarity between the present text and this psalm. Newsom (2004:342) observes that ‘[b]y the second 
century BCE … [םותי and שר] were terms that not only drew on the ancient paternalistic ethos of the Near East but 
also on a specifically religious reinterpretation of those terms as labels of rectitude and piety.’  
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However, these very same people, who should have been his friends and closest 
companions,690 are now not only causing contention and jealousy, but are also ‘grumbling 
and complaining’ (1QHa 13:23; הנולתו ןגרו) against him. The whole tenor of the passage is 
reminiscent not only of the psalms of complaint (cf. Newsom 2004:342691) but also of 
occurrences during the wilderness wanderings when the Israelites complained against 
Moses. The terminology used supports this: ןגר, a relatively rare word in the MT,692 
appears in Deuteronomy 1:27 and Psalm 106:25 in the context of reports regarding the 
Israelites’ rebellion against God’s command through Moses to go up to Canaan and 
possess the land. In the four occurrences in Proverbs, the word has to do with a person 
spreading false rumours or slander about people. The singular noun הנולת does not appear 
in the MT, but the plural תנולת does.693 In Exodus 16:8-12 it appears 5 times in the context 
of Israel grumbling against Moses and Aaron, and thus God, about the lack of meat in the 
wilderness. The reference in Numbers 14:27 is also in the context of Israel refusing to 
enter Canaan after the report of the spies, whereas the two references in Numbers 17 are in 
the context of Israel’s challenging Aaron’s leadership of the priesthood. In the present text 
in 1QHa 13 the writer seems to feel similarly challenged and exasperated by the enmity 
and jealousy of his own associates.  
The following lines continue to outline this rebellion in more detail. ‘Even those 
who eat [his] bread have lifted the heel against’ him (1QHa 13:23-24;  ילע ימחל ילכ[וא ם]ג
בקע ולידגה), and those who had been in the writer’s council694 have spoken against him 
perversely ‘with lips of iniquity’ (1QHa 13:24; my translation). Moreover, he describes 
these men as ‘rebellious/stubborn’ (םיררוס), ‘grumbling all around’ (ביבס םינילמ), and 
slanderers (ליכר) who tell God’s secrets to outsiders (lit. to ‘sons of destruction;’ 1QHa 
13:24-25). This whole sequence seems to be an allusion to Psalm 41:5-9 where the 
psalmist expresses similar sentiments. The wording of Psalm 41:9 is particularly relevant, 
as it most closely resembles that of 1QHa 13:23-24: ‘Even my close friend, in whom I 
trusted, Who ate my bread, Has lifted his heel against me’ (NASB; MT  י ִ֨מוֹלְשׁ שׁי ִ֤א־םַגּ
ב ֵֽקָע י ַ֣לָע לי ְִ֖דּגִה י ִ֑מְחַל ל ֵ֣כוֹא ֖וֹב יִתְּח ַ֣טָבּ־רֶשֲׁא). 1QHa 13:23-24 uses the plurals ילכ[וא and ולידגה, and 
                                                 
690 They are described as those ‘who eat (or share) my bread’ in 1QHa 13:23. 
691 Newsom (2004:342) adds that the language used here is ‘not merely descriptive’ but implicitly claims ‘that the 
speaker’s antagonists are the ones in the wrong.’ 
692 It appears only seven times, Deuteronomy 1:27; Isaiah 29:24; Psalm 106:25; and four times in Proverbs: 16:28; 
18:8; 26:20, 22. 
693 This, too, is relatively rare with only eight occurrences in Exodus 16:7, 8 (2x), 9, 12 and Numbers 14:27 and 17:20, 
25. The related verb ןול only occurs fourteen times, in Exodus (5x, chs. 15-17), Numbers (8x, chs. 14, 16, 17) and 
Joshua (1x).  
694 The expression is ית[צע] ישנאו, ‘and the men of my [council]’ (DSSEL). De Vries (1965:404) however apparently 
restored the lacuna to ית[ירב] ישנאו, since he translates ‘and the men of [my cov]enant,’ but the lacuna is in my 
opinion too small to warrant this reconstruction. Holm-Nielsen (1960:99) also reads ‘counsel,’ as does Mansoor 
(1961:137). Schuller and Newsom (2012:43) translate ‘council,’ as does DSSEL (both reading יתצע). DSSSE also 
translate ‘council’, but they read ית[דע]. 
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expresses the idea of close friends in different terms, but the similarity is nevertheless 
striking. Although Psalm 41:5-8 uses different terminology to express the enmity the 
psalmist experiences from his adversaries, the ideas of betrayal and slander are also 
present. In the New Testament, the betrayal of Judas against Jesus is couched in similar 
language. In Mark 14:18 Jesus says to the disciples at the Last Supper: ‘Truly I say to you 
that one of you will betray Me – one who is eating with Me’ (NASB, italics added).695  
After asserting that God has ‘shown [his] greatness’ through him by hiding ‘the 
spring of understanding and the foundation of truth’ (תמא דוסו הניב ןיעמ, 1QHa 13:26), the 
writer continues to outline the negative characteristics of his opponents. Their attack is 
mainly verbal (cf. Newsom 2004:343), not physical. They ‘plot the destruction of their 
hearts’ and have ‘lying tongues,’ which the writer compares to the poison of serpents who 
crawl in the dust (1QHa 13:26-27).696 Like the bards of old they sing their slander to music 
(1QHa 13:29-30) and seem incessant in their demands (1QHa 13:31-32). As a result the 
writer feels unable to cope and is devoid of strength (1QHa 13:28-29). He feels physically 
weak, tormented in spirit, and utterly gloomy (1QHa 13:30-31; 32).697 Though there is a 
glimpse of hope as the writer acknowledges that God had ‘opened a wide space in [his] 
heart’ (1QHa 13:32-33), thinking of his adversaries makes him feel gloomy again: he is 
bitter and angry, and feels grieved and miserable (1QHa 13:33-35). The adversaries have 
‘perverted the works of God by their guilt,’ (1QHa 13:36), and the writer feels as if he had 
been bound with unbreakable chains and locked up in an impenetrable prison (1QHa 
13:36-39).  
The question that of course arises is what this betrayal refers to. It has been 
suggested that it refers to a break among the Essenes, and that the writer here is the 
Teacher of Righteousness, some of whose adherents actually defected from him and 
perhaps even betrayed him to the priesthood in Jerusalem (cf. Mansoor 1961:136, n. 2), 
but it is doubtful whether such a specific event can be inferred from the text. Mansoor 
(1961:136, n. 2) himself goes on to observe that though certainty is impossible, ‘the 
mournful complaints of [the present] author become most significant when viewed against 
the background of inner upheavals within the sectarian order.’ Goff (2004:271-272), 
                                                 
695 The implicit reference to Psalm 41:9 of this incident is noted by Lane (1974:502). For someone who shares a meal 
with a person to then go and betray them is considered a most despicable act (cf. Bratcher 2013). 
696 The imagery of the serpent crawling in the dust is reminiscent of the punishment on the serpent in Genesis 3.  
697 Harkins (2011:70) observes that in this Hodayah, as in many others, ‘laments are described with great attention to 
the physicality of the pain and the experiences of the body.’ In her opinion, the present Hodayah was written as a 
response to 1QHa 11:6-19, this latter text having been read performatively and meditated upon (Harkins 2011:70). 
This may well be so, but in my opinion the experiences recorded in the present text are more likely the 
reminiscences of an author who actually experienced the distress described himself, i.e. he really was experiencing 
persecution and rejection from his own community and not just reliving someone else’s experience. That he used 
imagery from the other Hodayah to do so is entirely possible.  
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commenting on 1QHa 13:22-24, suggests that this text ‘can be reasonably read as referring 
to tension within the Dead Sea sect.’ Newsom (2004:325) speaks of ‘disaffection and 
conflict with the established leadership’ within a community. She notes that ‘[w]hether or 
not these Hodayot were written in response to specific, acute situations, their topics would 
have remained pertinent throughout the life of the sect’ (Newsom 2004:325-326). She 
further writes that the similarity to the psalms indicates that like the biblical psalmists, the 
writer(s) of ‘the Hodayot of the leader assume a dual audience,’ namely God as well as the 
members of his (their) own community. In addition, she suggests that the Hodayot of the 
leader remained active in the repertoire of the actual leaders of the community long after 
they were first penned and thus the voice of the Teacher of Righteousness (if he was 
indeed the one who wrote them) would have remained with each successive generation of 
community members and leaders (Newsom 2004:327-328). This and the more formal 
institutionalization of the community exhibited in the Serekh ha-Yaḥad helped to keep it 
together for so long. Thus ‘the Qumran community found a way to combine institutional 
authority with elements of personal attachment as it struggled to negotiate the chronic 
problems of its own marginality in Jewish society and the disaffection of some of its 
members’ (Newsom 2004:328). Unlike the Serekh-ha-Yahad, the Hodayot do not present 
the issue of disaffection (or defection) dispassionately in the form of legislation, but 
around the experiences of one person (Newsom 2004:328). In the Hodayot the reader 
encounters emotions, a vulnerable leader who is severely affected by the discontent and 
enmity he experiences among his fellows. The opponents are depicted in the starkest 
negative terms, but so are the feelings of the writer.  
In her close reading, Newsom (2004:344) makes the attractive suggestion that one 
possible scenario for a poem like the present one could have been the sessions of the 
community where the members reproved each other. In such an environment, ‘“refractory 
murmurers” (1QHa 13:24-25) could be expected to have been a recurrent problem’ 
(Newsom 2004:344). It is also interesting that the poem finishes with the complaint of the 
leader (15:1-5), rather than a renewed expression of trust in God, especially as it starts 
‘Blessed are you, o Lord’ (or: ‘I praise you, o Lord’). Newsom opines that an explanation 
for this may be that it ‘encourages the audience to support the speaker by being the type of 
community he has described’ in 14:25-33 (Newsom 2004:345).  
 
3.4.2.12 1QHa 15:6-25 
The poem in 1QHa 15:6-25 begins with the writer thanking God for sustaining him through 
his strength and preventing him from falling by giving him (lit. spreading out over him) his 
holy spirit (1QHa 15:6-7). Furthermore, the writer acknowledges that in times of ‘wars of 
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wickedness’ (1QHa 15:7) he had been strengthened in such a way that despite ‘their 
threats/disasters’ he was ‘not discouraged from’ God’s covenant (1QHa 15:7-8;  םתווח לוכבו
הכתירבמ התתחה ֯אל; so DSSSE). DSSEL translates ‘You have not shattered me for the sake 
of Your covenant.’ As these two different renderings show, the translation of the 
preposition ןמ is not easy. Mansoor (1961:149) for example reads ‘Thou hast n[ot] caused 
me to be dismayed at Thy covenant,’ whereas Holm-Nielsen (1960:129) interprets lines 7-
8 ‘and in all their destructiveness (8) Thou hast not made (me) dejected (that I wander) 
from Thy covenant.’ An additional difficulty is the word translated ‘not discouraged,’ 
התתחה, a Hiphil perfect 2ms, without suffix.698 The manuscript is torn at this place, so it is 
difficult to decide which of the options represents the better reading; both are possible. 
There is no suffix, so the translation ‘you have not discouraged/shattered me’ is somewhat 
subjective, but perfectly plausible in the context.699 Presumably the covenant in view here 
is the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the writer’s community.  
The writer continues to state that rather than making him feel discouraged because 
of the opposition he faced, God had in fact ‘set [him] up’ or ‘made’ him ‘like a tower of 
strength’ or ‘like a strong/high wall,’ and had ‘established’ him firmly ‘on a rock’ and 
given him secure footing so that he would not be shaken (1QHa 15:8-9). The writer seems 
to refer to his inner frame of mind which remained firm in the face of opposition. Perhaps 
because of this, the writer asserts that God had ‘appointed’ him ‘a counsel to the weary’ 
and taught (so DSSEL) or strengthened (so Schuller & Newsom 2012:48-49) him in his 
‘covenant.’ The text is broken in the middle of 1QHa 15:10, and DSSEL supplies [ ינדמל]תו 
(‘You [have taught me]), whereas Schuller & Newsom (2012:48) supply [ י]֯נ[קזח]תו (‘you 
[have strengthened m]e;’ Schuller & Newsom 2012:49). The image provided by DSSEL 
shows a large hole at this stage and apart from the first two letters of the word actually 
nothing is visible except a tiny little dot at the top of the right hand part of the hole, which 
could be part of any letter. Therefore any reconstruction is extremely tenable. Holm-
Nielsen (1960:129), for example, reads ‘Thou [establishest mine heart in] Thy covenant,’ 
explaining in a footnote that the ‘expression is quite obscure’ and that the [supposed] 
suffix could ‘refer back to דוס in line 9, or לדגמ  in line 8, or it may just refer to all the 
expressions in the previous lines’ (Holm-Nielsen 1960:131, n. 10). Because of this 
uncertainty, it is difficult to ascertain what covenant is being referred to, but probably it is 
the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the sectarian community. Since the preposition 
                                                 
698 Unlike other scholars, Schuller & Newsom (2012:48) consider the second taw unreadable: they just have ה◦◦תחה in 
the Hebrew text, and simply transliterate this form, resulting in the translation: ‘you have not hḥt◦◦h from your 
covenant.’ This is more cautious, in view of the fact that the manuscript is torn here, but does not solve the problem.  
699 Cf. Holm-Nielsen (1960:131, n. 4), who comments that meaning of the verb without the suffix is absolute, i.e. 
‘cause dejection,’ but that ‘it is clear from the context that the psalmist has not been made dejected’ (italics added). 
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attached to covenant is ב, ‘in’ or ‘with,’ Schuller & Newsom’s (2012:48) reconstruction is 
perhaps to be preferred.700  
The whole line is in fact reminiscent of Isaiah 50:4 (cf. Holm-Nielsen 1960:132, n. 
10, 12; Hughes 2006:177), though the writer does not use the exact words of that passage. 
Isaiah 50:4 reads: ‘The Lord God has given me the tongue of disciples that I may know 
how to sustain the weary one with a word.’701 1QHa 15:10 reads: ‘[And] You, my God, 
have appointed me as a holy counsel to the weary. You [have taught me] your covenant 
and my tongue is like one of your disciples.’702 In each text the writer asserts that he is a 
disciple of God and that his task is to encourage others who are weary (or downcast), 
though different words are used. However, if Baumgarten’s translation is accepted (which 
I think is less likely), this reminiscence falls away. He reads: ‘[But] Thou, my God, Thou 
didst make him as a foliage unto a holy counsel and Thou didst [set my heart] in Thy 
Covenant and my tongue according to Thy teachings’ (Mansoor 1961:149). Baumgarten 
notes that the word he translates ‘foliage,’ םיפע, is a loan word from Aramaic, יפע. DSSEL 
and others, however, trace it to the root ֵףיָע, ‘weary,’ which in my opinion makes more 
sense in the context.  
The writer continues with an enigmatic statement that seems to mean that those 
who do not follow God as he does, but are in fact his enemies who attack him and lie about 
him (1QHa 15:12), will not be given any word of encouragement, but on the contrary be 
judged by God. The writer sees himself as the dividing line (cf. Holm-Nielsen 1960:132, n. 
18) in this coming judgment: ‘For all who attack me You will condemn to judgment, so 
that in me You might divide between the righteous and the ungodly (עשרל קידצ ןיב)’ (1QHa 
15:12, DSSEL). The same sentiment is expressed in Malachi 3:8 where the prophet notes 
that God ‘will again distinguish between the righteous and the wicked (ע ָ֑שָׁרְל קי ִ֖דַּצ ןי ֵ֥בּ), 
between one who serves him and one who does not serve him.’ One is also reminded of 
the judgment scene predicted by Jesus in Matthew 25:31-46.  
Returning to his own status, the writer asserts in 1QHa 15:13-14 that since God 
knows the heart and mind of everyone, including the words that are going to be said (lit. 
every answer of the tongue), God has ‘established’ the writer’s heart in God’s teaching and 
truth and guided his every step ‘in paths of righteousness,’ thus enabling him to walk 
continuously in close fellowship with God together with others of likeminded heart (lit. ‘in 
                                                 
700 Only once in the OT is דמל followed by the preposition ב in a similar construction to that used in the present 
context, in Isaiah 40:14 where Isaiah says about God, ‘Who has taught him in the way of justice...?’ Elsewhere, the 
preposition ב, when it follows דמל refers to a place or to the people who are taught.  
701 The Hebrew for this is: ר ָ֑בָדּ ף ֵָ֖עי־תֶא תוּ֥עָל תַע ַ֛דָל םי ִ֔דוּמִּל ןוֹ֣שְׁל ֙יִל ןַת ָ֤נ ה ִֹ֗וְהי יָֹ֣נדֲא.  
702 Hebrew: ךידומלכ ינושלו הכתיר֯ב[  ינדמל]תו שדוק תצעל םיפעל ֹי<נ>תתנ ילא התא[ו].  
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the realm of the [right]eous,’ 1QHa 15:14). Despite this, the writer did not become proud 
or rely on his own strength or on other people or his good deeds for forgiveness, but he 
depended solely on God’s bountiful compassion and waited upon his compassion and great 
mercy (1QHa 15:15-16;  ליחוא הכידסח [ןומהבו הכימחר ב]֯ו֯רב יתנעשנ ינאו).  
The imagery that follows in 1QHa 15:18-19 about plants blooming and shoots 
growing seems to mean that the writer considers himself the teacher of his community. He 
says he waited upon God’s mercy ‘in order to cause the plant (עטמ) to blossom and the 
shoot (רצנ) to grow up’ (1QHa 15:18-19, my translation, but cf. DSSEL). Two facts 
support this interpretation. Firstly, the word for plant used here does not occur in the MT, 
and appears only seven times in the DSS, four of which are in 1QHa. However, the related 
verb עַָטנ and noun עֶַטנ do occur in the MT, and in Isaiah they appear in figurative language 
referring to the people of Israel.703 The word רצנ appears four times in the MT, three of 
which are in Isaiah and one in Daniel 11:7. Significantly, the word in Daniel refers to the 
‘descendants’ of the daughter of the King of the North, i.e. to human beings. Two of the 
three references in Isaiah also refer to human beings: in Isaiah 11:1 it refers to the ‘shoot ... 
from the stem of Jesse,’ and in Isaiah 60:21 God speaks of his people as the ‘branch of his 
planting’ (so MT; the translation reads ‘of my planting’). Incidentally, in this verse both 
the verb עַָטנ and the noun רצנ appear together.  
Secondly, the writer of 1QHa then continues to state that, as he finds security in 
God’s strength and since God, in his righteousness, has caused him to stand in (lit. for) his 
covenant to which he has held on in truth, God also ‘appointed [him] as a father to the 
children of mercy and as a guardian to men of portent’ (1QHa 15:19-21, DSSEL; the quote 
is from lines 20-21). The expression ‘you caused me to stand (up?) for your covenant’ 
(1QHa 15:19-20; הכתירבל ינתדמעה) is interesting since it does not appear in the MT, and is 
also unique to the DSS. The closest expression to the present one in the MT is found in 
Psalm 105:10//1 Chronicles 16:17, which reads ‘He also confirmed it [namely Abraham’s 
covenant] to Jacob for a statute, To Israel as an everlasting covenant’ (NASB; Hebrew: 
ֽםָלוֹע תי ִ֥רְבּ ל ֵ֖אָרְִשׂיְל ק ֹ֔ חְל ֹ֙בקֲַעיְל ָה ֶ֤דיִמֲַעיַּו). However, here God establishes the covenant for Israel, 
not Israel for the covenant. In 1QHa 21:13 the writer states that God has brought him into a 
covenant with himself (הכמע תירבב איבהל) and ‘established (דומעלו) [him before the 
judgments of the watchers?].’ Once again, God does not establish or make stand the writer 
in/for the covenant, but before a court of law, as it seems. In addition, the word דמע 
appears in the Qal, not the Hiphil. The idea in 1QHa 15:19-20 is obviously that the writer 
                                                 
703 E.g. the noun in Isaiah 5:7 in the phrase ‘the men of Judah His delightful plant’ (NASB). The verb in Isaiah 5:2 
refers to God planting a vineyard, which is, however used figuratively for the people of Israel.  
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has been firmly grounded in the covenant (presumably Moses’ covenant as interpreted by 
the sectarian community) through God’s working in him, and the writer himself has done 
his part by holding fast to God’s truth. Thus he could perform his duty as the ‘father’ of the 
members of the community, who, like little children opening their mouths to receive food, 
willingly listened to his instruction (1QHa 15:20-21). Moreover, God had also given him 
victory over his opponents (lit. ‘lifted up’ his ‘horn’) and scattered them (1QHa 15:22-23) 
and in fact raised the writer over his opponents. The writer therefore is enabled to shine in 
the light of God’s glory, especially since God himself is his light through which his feet 
are ‘established on level ground’ (1QHa 15:24-25).  
 
3.4.2.13 1QHa 18:14-19:2 
The text of column 18 is badly damaged. DSSEL inserts fragment 10 between columns 18 
and 19, but DSSSE and Schuller & Newsom (2012) both continue to column 19 (as do 
Baumgarten [1961] and Holm-Nielsen [1960]); I shall adopt this division. Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:183) suggests that ‘the psalm can be classified as a hymn.’ It is inspired by God’s 
salvation which he ‘has revealed within the community of the covenant’ (Holm-Nielsen 
1960:183). 
The poem in this section begins ‘Blessed are you, O Lord’ (ינודא התא ךורב). The 
writer is grateful for God’s compassion and kindness, and his revelation to him, which 
enables him to declare God’s wonderful deeds to others (1QHa 18:14-15). He is also 
grateful for God’s goodness and delights in his forgiveness (1QHa 18:15-16). The next few 
lines are very fragmentary. Holm-Nielsen (1960:182) notes that lines 17-19 ‘are a normal 
declaration of confidence.’ At 1QHa 18:20 a new stanza begins. The writer praises God’s 
glory and notes that he tells others of his wonderful deeds (1QHa 18:20-21). He hopes in 
God’s compassion and forgiveness, and acknowledges that he only exists because God has 
formed his spirit in him and established him (1QHa 18:21-22). Holm-Nielsen (1960:182) 
suggests that this indicates the writer’s ‘position in the community.’ 
Though rich people may place their confidence in their possessions, the writer 
knows that God has not accepted him because of unjust riches or earthly gain. He is also 
rich, though not in earthly goods, but in the knowledge of God’s truth (1QHa 18:23-29). In 
fact, the writer abhors worldly wealth and luxury (cf. Holm-Nielsen 1960:177), especially 
if unjustly gained, but rather rejoices in God’s covenant and delights in his truth (1QHa 
18:29-30). Here covenant probably refers to the whole of ‘scripture’ that is known to the 
writer, as the parallelism ‘my heart rejoiced in your covenant’ // ‘your truth delighted my 
soul’ indicates (DSSEL; ישפנ עשעשת ֯הכתמאו הכתירבב יבל שש). The MT does not use the verb 
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שׂושׂ with תירב, but the idea of someone rejoicing in God’s word is present in Psalm 119, 
especially in verses 14 and 162 (cf. Mansoor 1961:166, n. 10).704 Psalm 119:14 (NASB) 
says: ‘I have rejoiced in the way of Your testimonies As much as in all riches;’ and Psalm 
119:162 (NASB) reads: ‘I rejoice at Your word, As one who finds great spoil.’ Both verses 
use the verb שׂושׂ. The word used to express the writer’s delight in God’s truth (1QHa 
18:31), עעשׁ (here in the Hithpalpel), occurs only 5 times in the MT, but one of these 
occurrences is in Psalm 119:16 where the psalmist says he delights in God’s statutes.  
The positive picture presented so far continues until 1QHa 18:32a: the writer says 
he blossoms like a lily, his heart ‘is opened to the eternal spring’ and he finds his ‘support 
in the strength from on high’ (1QHa 18:31-32, DSSEL). However, after a lacuna in the 
text, the writer changes his tone completely and expresses extreme anguish and fear: his 
loins tremble, and he is so depressed he feels as if he has passed through the whole depth 
of Sheol. As he thinks of God’s judgment, his fear becomes greater and greater (1QHa 
18:32b-36). Here the text breaks off, but 1QHa 19:1-2 continues this image of fear and 
trepidation.  
 
3.4.2.14 1QHa 21-22 
Columns 21-22 are rather fragmented, and therefore it is impossible to discern the exact 
limitations of the poem(s) contained in them. The word תירב occurs three times in these 
two columns, at 21:9, 13 and at 22:11 (DSSEL). Schuller and Newsom (2012:90), 
counting the lines differently and including  fragments labelled differently by DSSEL, 
have four occurrences, at 21:10, 14 and 22:15, 27 (22:27 is identical with 1QHa IV:8 in 
DSSEL705, which in fact is inserted between columns 22 and 23 there). Schuller & 
Newsom (2012:10) consider columns 20:7-22:43 (or 22:34) one long poem; Holm-Nielsen 
(1960:252ff) considers what he labels column 18 one poem (cf. especially p. 254, n. 1; 
DSSEL 21:1-16 = 18:16-32 Holm-Nielsen). 
At the beginning of 1QHa 21, after a reference to the ‘[   tra]nsgression of one born 
of wo[man]’ (1QHa 21:1) and God’s righteousness (1QHa 21:2), the writer notes that 
unless God opens his eyes and ears, he cannot see or hear (presumably God’s words and 
ways; 1QHa 21:4-5). The next line refers to those who are ‘uncircumcised of heart’ who 
apparently also heard ‘wonders’ (according to the reconstruction by Schuller & Newsom 
                                                 
704 Holm-Nielsen (1960:181, n. 30) also refers to this text and adds Isaiah 66:14, which reads (NASB): ‘Then you will 
see this, and your heart will be glad, And your bones will flourish like the new grass.’  




2012:65). The writer then asks ‘What is flesh...’ (1QHa 21:6) but the beginning of line 7 is 
missing, so it is impossible to say how he continues. Though the question’s beginning is 
reminiscent of Psalm 8:5 (which, however, reads ‘What is man...’), 1QHa 21:7 continues in 
quite a different manner to this psalm. The writer acknowledges that God acts 
‘wonderfully’ and for his own glory (21:7) so that he can make these deeds and his laws 
known to humans (21:8). He continues to state that God had ‘brought into a covenant with’ 
him someone (21:9, DSSEL,    הכמע תירבב התוא[יבה ]), but the lacuna in the text does not 
allow conclusions as to who exactly is meant. Presumably the covenant here is the 
covenant of Moses, as interpreted by the Qumran community, but it could refer to the 
Qumran community itself. Furthermore, the writer asserts that God in his mercy 
‘uncovered the heart of dust to guard itself’ (21:9-10, DSSEL), among other things ‘from 
the traps of judgment’ (21:10). Perhaps this means that the writer is made aware of 
temptations that might involve apostasy or serious misconduct and thus can avoid them. 
The writer is aware of his fragility (21:11) but grateful to God that he ‘engraved eternity 
on the heart [of stone]’ (21:12-13), presumably his own.  
The writer’s fragility is described as ‘a creature [of clay   of du]st and a heart of 
stone’ (1QHa 21:10-11). Newsom (2012:345) rightly notes that the background to this 
imagery is Genesis 2 (where the man is made from the dust of the earth). The heart of 
stone is somewhat reminiscent of Ezekiel 11:19 and parallel scriptures where the phrase is 
used of the stubborn human heart. Here in 1QHa 21:11 the expression ‘heart of stone’ does, 
however, apparently not refer to a stubborn heart (which is covered elsewhere by the 
phrase םבל תוררש), but to the fact that the writer considers himself a mere mortal, since in 
line 9 he refers to the heart of dust, which appears to mean the same thing, and in 1QHa 
21:12-13 (DSSEL) he says that God had ‘engraved eternity on the heart of [stone].’ In fact, 
the expression ‘heart of stone’ in this passage is unique in the DSS, according to a word 
search in DSSEL. It is noteworthy that where the Hodayot refer to Ezekiel it is with regard 
to the spirit that God places within the writer, but not the new heart (cf. Newsom 
2012:350). Also interesting is Newsom’s observation that the phrase ־ב חור ןתנ in the 
Hodayot refers to an individual, i.e. the writer, not, as in Ezekiel, to the community at 
large. Furthermore, unlike Ezekiel, who envisages something completely new and a 
removal of the previously unresponsive heart, ‘in the Hodayot the gift of the spirit from 
God does not result in the removal or eradication of the previously defective spirit in the 
speaker’ (Newsom 2012:350). On the contrary, the speaker is merely aware of his 
shortcomings, but resists the evil influences because he is enabled to do so by the spirit 
that God has placed within him (Newsom 2012:351).  
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After a lacuna the writer notes that God ‘ceased [    ] so as to bring him into 
covenant with Yourself and to establish [him before the judgment of the watchers?706]’ 
(DSSEL, 21:13-14). There is some disagreements among scholars as to how to reconstruct 
and translate the text here. DSSSE read ‘you have made stop, to bring into the covenant 
with you and so that he will stand [in your presence]’ (italics added); Schuller & Newsom 
(2012:65) read ‘you have refrained from bringing into covenant with you, or to stand [... in 
the judgments of witnesses]’ (italics added to indicate divergence from DSSEL). The 
reconstruction in Schuller & Newsom (2012:65) is based on the fragment 4QHa 10:1-5 
(according to their line numbering). DSSEL and DSSSE seem to take the statement 
positively, referring perhaps to the writer himself who has been brought into God’s 
covenant (presumably the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the sectarian community) and 
enabled him to stand before God (DSSSE) or before the judgment of the watchers. 
Schuller and Newsom on the other hand seem to take it negatively, referring to some other 
people who have neither been allowed into God’s covenant nor made to stand in the 
judgment of witnesses (perhaps those of their own community). Due to the fragmentary 
nature of the text it is difficult to decide which of these readings is preferable. Though due 
to the context I slightly prefer the positive reading of either DSSEL or DSSSE, this is by 
no means certain, since some of the following readings are again divergent.707  Line 15 
mentions ‘times of peace without bo[unds   ]’ (DSSEL), but the text is very fragmentary 
here and in the next two lines, so that it is difficult to establish the precise meaning.   
What has been preserved of Column 22 starts by noting that there is holiness in 
heaven (1QHa 22:1, Schuller & Newsom 2012:67, line 5 in their reckoning) or the 
heavenly abode (DSSEL). The next line points out a contrast to others, but the fragmentary 
nature of the text does not permit firm conclusions (1QHa 22:2). The writer acknowledges 
his sinfulness (1QHa 22:4) and a little later seems to point out that nonetheless he was able 
to guard himself (1QHa 22:6) and receive knowledge from God (1QHa 22:7). In lines 8-10 
the writer apparently acknowledges again his fragile human nature, but also appears to 
state that through God he is strong and he knows that God’s words can be depended upon. 
He himself, he continues, has at his time taken hold of God’s covenant (1QHa 22:10-11, 
DSSEL; [   הכת]֯ירבב הכומתא יצקב ינאו), presumably the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by 
the sectarian community, and after another small lacuna the writer states that God has 
appointed him to the office he holds (1QHa 22:11). The next few lines are again very 
                                                 
706 Reconstructing the lacuna םיריע םיטפשמ ינפל; DSSSE read instead of ינפל, הכינפל, and leave the rest of the lacuna 
blank; Schuller & Newsom (2012:64) do not reconstruct ינפל but leave the space blank, and read םידע instead of 
םיריע, from 4QHa 10:1-5. 
707 For example, in the next part of the text, DSSEL reads ‘in the eternal abode, as a light of the perfect light (םותרוא) 




fragmentary and the content cannot be established with certainty. Once again the writer 
uses ךמת (support, hold) instead of קזח (cf. 1QHa 10:21 [see comments there], 4QHpapf 
7:2).708 
 
3.4.2.15 1QHa fr. 4:2-20 (=22:20-39) 
The fragment 1QHa 4:2-20 is inserted between columns 22 and 23 in DSSEL, but labelled 
22:20-39 by Schuller & Newsom (2012:68-69). Only the middle parts of the lines in this 
fragment are preserved, and this makes any interpretation of the text extremely tentative. 
Only the text from line 7 [26]s onward makes some sense. Here the writer states that he 
‘was established’ and that God opened his ears (1QHa 4:7; cf. 15:10 above), a text that is 
reminiscent of Isaiah 50:4 (‘He awakens my ear to listen as a disciple;’ NASB). The rest of 
the line and the beginning of 1QHa 4:8 (22:27) is missing. In the preserved part of this line 
the writer states that ‘the men of the covenant were deceived by them’ (םב ותופ תירב ̇ישונא; 
DSSEL709). Who the ‘them’ are, is not clear (perhaps the reference is to the Sons of 
Belial), and it is equally uncertain how they were deceived. In the next line the only words 
that make some sense is the statement that the writer feared God’s judgement (1QHa 4:9 
[22:28]) and in 1QHa 4:10 (22:29) he asks how anyone can be ‘cleared of guilt’ in God’s 
judgment (Schuller & Newsom 2012:69). Though the phrase תירב ̇ישונא appears elsewhere 
in the scrolls,710 the present context is too fragmentary to pass any safe judgment 
concerning the meaning of the phrase. In 1QS 5:9 and 6:19 the expression occurs with a 
3mp suffix and comes in connection with the priests [of Zadok] and ‘the men of their 
covenant’ (see comments above on these texts). Here in 1QHa 4:8 (22:29) there appears to 
be no reference to priests or sons of Zadok. It seems, rather, that the phrase refers to the 
members of the writer’s community in general, who in one way or another fell for the 
deceptive teachings of the writer’s opponent(s) and thus were deceived. However, this is as 
much as can be said in view of the fragmentary nature of the text.  
 
                                                 
708 In the MT, the idea of holding fast to God’s covenant using קזח occurs only in Isaiah 56:4, 6 (a text usually 
considered late, post-exilic). There, Isaiah says that God will accept even those normally excluded from the 
covenant, i.e. eunuchs and non-Jews, who hold fast to his covenant. Otherwise people in the Bible are called to 
‘cling to’ (קבד) God or ‘keep’ (רמשׁ) his covenant.  
709 Schuller & Newsom (2012:68-69) add some words at the beginning of the line ([   ] יכ אובי אול, ‘it will not enter, 
for’) which, however, do not enhance the general sense and understanding of the line.  
710 The expression occurs a total of 8 times: 1QS 5:9, 6:19; 1QSa 1:2; 1Q36 7:2; 4QSd 6 (3a-d):8; 4Q (4Q Shirb) 511 
63-64ii:5, 63-64iii:5, and our text. The phrase appears with 2mp suffix in 1QS 5:9, 6:19; 1QSa 1:2, always in 
connection with priests; and without suffix in all other texts, always apparently referring to the members of the 
community in general.  
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3.4.2.16 1QHa 23 
In column 23:1-5 only the beginning of each line is preserved, with between one and three 
words clearly visible. From lines 6-11 (DSSEL) both the beginning and the end of each 
line is preserved, with more words visible in each line. The beginning of the column seems 
to reminisce about God’s light (1QHa 23:1-3). Line four picks up the idea of God opening 
the ear of dust from the previous two columns, but these are the only visible words in the 
line. In 1QHa 23:5b-7 the writer notes that God has established/entrusted711 something in 
the ear of his servant, and apparently made his wonderful deeds known ‘before the eyes of 
all that hear’ (1QHa 23:7) him. God himself guided ‘all of them’ by his ‘mighty power’ 
(Schuller & Newsom 2012:71, 1QHa 23:8-9 = IV:7-8 DSSEL), and ‘[... he will prai]se 
your name and magnify himself in your glory’ (23:9 = IV:8). Who the ‘he’ here refers to is 
uncertain, but it could be a reference to the writer himself. The next line asks that God not 
remove his hand (and perhaps something else – there is a lacuna in the text) so that ‘he 
(presumably the writer) may become one who holds fast to your covenant’ (1QHa 23:10 = 
IV:9; הכתירבב קזחתמ ול תויה[ל   ]) ‘and one who stands before you in [perfection]’ (1QHa 
23:11 = IV:10). In other words, the writer asks for God’s protection upon him so that he 
may be faithful to him. He continues to assert that God enabled him to speak appropriately 
(lit. ‘according to the measuring line’, 1QHa 23:12 = IV:11) and instruct (presumably 
other) humans in God’s judgments and regarding their sinful nature (1QHa 23:12-14 = 
IV:11-13). Nevertheless, the writer experienced God’s strength and was able to pass on 
whatever God taught him to others (1QHa 23:14-16 = IV:13-15). 
 
3.4.2.17 1QHa 27 
What is labelled 1QHa 27:1-13 in DSSEL appears under column 26:26-38 in Schuller & 
Newsom (2012:78-79). Schuller and Newsom (2012:10) consider what they label 25:34-
27:3 (?) one poem. The text is very fragmentary; in each line only the beginning is 
preserved, with about two to three words being preserved completely and one more partly. 
In both DSSEL and Schuller & Newsom (2012:78-79) the text has been largely 
reconstructed from cave 4 fragments. The following summary is based on this 
reconstruction. In this section, the word תירב appears for the last time in 1QHa, at 27:7. 
The fragment begins with the writer calling people to praise God for having 
performed wonders, bringing down the haughty and exalting the lowly (27:1-3). 
Furthermore, he states that God raises those who have fallen and they in turn will praise 
him for the great things he has done (27:3-6), so ‘that they might know the covenant of 
                                                 
711 Established = DSSEL; entrusted = Schuller & Newsom (2012:71). 
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[His] mercies [and the magnitude of his mercies for all the children of His truth ...]’ (1QHa 
27:7, DSSEL, italics added; [... ותמא ינב לוכל וימחר ןומהו ו]ידסח תירב תעדב). However, 
Schuller & Newsom, as well as DSSSE, instead of reading  תעדבתירב ו]ידסח  have  תעדבבורב 
ו]ידסח, i.e. ‘that they might know the magnitude of his mercies....’ The image of the 
fragment is smudged at the place where the last two letters of תירב or בורב appear. 
However, though I am no expert and it seems at first sight that either reading could be 
correct, I believe that from what is visible of the letters, and comparing it with other letters 
ב and ת in the same line on the computer-enlarged image, the DSSEL reading is more 
likely. In other words, ‘covenant of [His] mercy’ (דסח תירב) may be accepted as the correct 
reading.712  
The expression דסח תירב is unique to the DSS, occurring only here and at 1QS 1:8 
where the author states that the leader of the community ‘is to induct all who volunteer to 
live by the laws of God into the Covenant of Mercy, so as to be joined to God’s society and 
walk faultless before him, according to all that has been revealed for the times appointed 
them’ (1QS 1:7-9). At 1QHa 27:7 the writer reiterates that those belonging to his 
community, whom he calls ‘children of [God’s] truth,’713 may know his covenant of mercy 
by praising God for his wonderful deeds. In other words, they may be included in this 
exclusive fellowship. The covenant here is apparently the knowledge of God that can be 
attained by the strict adherence to the Mosaic law according to the sect’s interpretation 
and, by implication, through God’s revelation of this interpretation. As noted above on 
1QS 1:8, the writer here also considers obedience to the law according to the strict 
interpretation of the sect a joy rather than a duty.  
The writer continues, now in the first person plural (as opposed to 3ms or 3mp 
before – as if to confirm their belonging), to state that they as a community have known 
God as a ‘God of righteousness’ (קדצה לא) and that God has revealed himself to them and 
given them ‘insight’ (לכש) into his truth (27:7-8) and shown them his great power, as well 
as his compassion and the magnitude of his forgiveness (27:9). Compared to God’s 
                                                 
712 The parallel 4Q427 7ii:13 reads quite clearly ויד]סח בורב. This is probably why some scholars read 1QHa 27:7 in the 
same manner, but 1QHa 27:7 may well preserve a variant reading. If the reading דסח בורב were accepted, there 
would be nothing to comment on the meaning of תירב in this context, though דסח is often associated with covenant 
contexts. The expression recalls such scriptures as Psalm 5:8 (ךָ ֶ֑תיֵב אוֹ֣באָ ךְָדְּס ַ֭ח ב ֹ֣ רְבּ י ִ֗נֲאַו; ‘But as for me, by Your 
abundant lovingkindness I will enter Your house;’ NASB) or 69:14 (ֽךֶָעְִשׁי ת ֶ֥מֱאֶבּ ִינ ֵ֗נ ֲ֝ע ךָ ֶ֑דְּסַח־בָרְבּ, ‘in the greatness of 
Your lovingkindness, Answer me with Your saving truth;’ NASB), but in most cases the preposition used is כ (e.g. 
Is 63:7), and there is otherwise no similarity to the text in 1QHa 27:7. If one includes the related adjective, the 
formula ת ֶֽמֱאֶו דֶס ֶ֥ח־בַרְו ִםי ַ֖פַּא ךְֶר ֶ֥א ןוּ֑נַּחְו םוּ֖חַר ל ֵ֥א (Ex 34:6; Ps 86:15; ‘gracious and compassionate God, longsuffering and 
abundant in mercy and faithfulness,’ my translation; cf. also Nu 14:18; Jl 2:13; Jon 4:2; Ps 103:8; Neh 9:17) comes 
to mind. In the context of Exodus 34:6, God appears to Moses on Mt Sinai, just before the covenant renewal after 
the incident of the golden calf (Neh 9:18ff also refer to the golden calf incident).  




greatness, humanity is nothing (27:10), not even worthy to tell others of these great works 
of God (27:11). However, despite their unworthiness, God has nevertheless established the 
community (27:12), and evidently bestowed upon them his favour and given them the 
strength to hear about his great deeds (so according to Schuller & Newsom (2012:79), 
26:38-39 in their reckoning). Here the text breaks off.  
 
3.4.3 Concluding Remarks on תיִרְבּ in 1QHa 
This section considered the use of the term תירב in the Hodayot. The context of each poem 
where the term occurs has been taken into account as far as possible. Hodayot uses the 
term רבתי  in a variety of ways, but almost always in reference to a covenant between God 
and humans, in particular the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the writer’s community. 
As in the other scrolls examined, there are a number of unique (or almost unique) 
expressions, such as םדא תירב at 1QHa 4:27. I argued that it is more likely that the 
expression refers to a ‘covenant of mankind’ rather than ‘covenant of Adam’ and that in 
the context the phrase may refer to the ceremony that admits new members into the 
writer’s community, though due to the fragmentary nature of the context this is of course 
not certain.  
In 1QHa 8:16 (cf. 4Q414 (4 Ritual of Purification A) 2ii, 3, 4:2) the expression 
ךתירב תמאב occurs. In the context the importance of ‘truth’ or ‘faithfulness’ (תמא) is 
evident, and the phrase ‘I hold fast to the truth of your covenant’ implies both action 
(obedience) and attitude of heart, and ‘truth of your covenant’ may be better translated 
‘your reliable covenant.’ It was also noted that at least in 1QH תמא may have the 
connotation of a body of teaching and factual truth, as well as reliability or faithfulness.  
The reference to  ךתירב יקוחמ (‘from the statutes of your covenant’) in 1QHa 8:17 
indicates that for the writer God’s covenant implies not only privileges, but also 
regulations that need to be kept by the human covenant partner. The verb ךמת (‘hold fast’) 
instead of קזח in 1QHa 10:21-22 (cf. also 1QHa 22:11) in connection with תירב may have 
been chosen in analogy to the almost exclusive use of this word in the poetic texts of the 
MT. The assertion that the writer ‘holds fast’ to God’s covenant is frequent in these poems 
(cf. e.g. 1QHa 12:39; 23:10 using קזח), and the phrase appears to refer to what the writer 
considered ‘Scripture,’ i.e. authoritative writings, which he is intent on following 
according to the strict interpretation of the sect (cf. also 1QHa 18:29-30).  
In an interesting turn of phrase the psalmist of Hodayot asserts that God has ‘made 
his face shine with/through/by his covenant’ (הכתירבל ינפ הת֯וריאה, 1QHa 12:5), a concept 
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that is reminiscent of Moses’ face shining after he met with God on Mt Sinai. Later on in 
the same poem the writer mentions those who ‘are meeting together for [God’s] covenant’ 
(1QHa 12:24, הכתירבל דחי םידעונה), in a phrase where covenant refers not to the Mosaic 
covenant, but to the sectarian community. Holm-Nielsen (1960:84, n. 54) makes the 
attractive suggestion that the covenant initiation ceremony may be described here. Another 
peculiar expression is used a few lines later where the writer asserts that he has been 
‘forsaken by [God’s] covenant’ (1QHa 12:35). I suggested that as in 12:24 the reference to 
covenant here is to the sectarian community.  
The textual difficulties in 1QHa 13:9 are not easy to solve, but I suggested that the 
reading following Wise (2003:125) with a slight emendation to תירבה ימו (‘and the waters 
of the covenant’) seems to make the most sense in the context, though one cannot be 
dogmatic. The writer here uses the imagery of water to refer to [his own?] teaching (and 
that of his own community), i.e. his (their) interpretation of the Mosaic law.  
The poem comprising 1QHa 13:20-39 is an invective against the writer’s enemies, 
which is expressed in quite vicious terms. The psalmist feels abandoned even by his close 
friends, whom he labels ‘those who entered my covenant’ (יתירב יאב; 1QHa 13:23). The 
fact that the writer uses the pronoun ‘my’ may suggest that the author here is the founder 
of the community, though that is of course mere conjecture. There is also a striking 
allusion to Psalm 41:9 in this poem (1QHa 13:23-24). Rather than seeing here a reference 
to a particular occasion and split in the sect, Newsom (2004:344) makes the plausible 
suggestion that the disaffection and grumbling against the leader that the poem addresses 
may have been an ongoing problem in the community meetings at various times.  
In 1QHa 15:8-10 the psalmist asserts that God had made him a ‘tower of strength’ 
(15:8) and a ‘holy counsel to the weary’ (15:10), and since he had been taught God’s 
covenant, his ‘tongue’ has become like that of a disciple, a text reminiscent of Isaiah 50:4 
(cf. also 1QHa fr. 4:7 [DSSEL] = 22:26 [Schuller & Newsom 2012:68-69]). The writer’s 
function as ‘teacher’ is evident here, and a little later on he is described as the ‘father’ of 
the community (1QHa 15:19-21), again because of his thorough grounding in God’s 
covenant (i.e. the Mosaic covenant as interpreted by the sectarians). This is expressed 
through another unique expression in 1QHa 15:19-20, ‘you caused me to stand (up?) for 
your covenant’ (הכתירבל ינתדמעה). The context does not indicate any hostility against the 
author, so apparently here the idea is that the writer is firmly grounded in God’s covenant 
(i.e. the Mosaic law as interpreted by the sectarians) and thus is able to teach his followers.  
In one of the last poems considered the parallel clauses ‘my heart rejoiced in your 
covenant’ // ‘your truth delighted my soul’ (DSSEL; ישפנ עשעשת ֯הכתמאו הכתירבב יבל שש; 
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1QHa 18:29-30) were encountered. Though שוש and תירב do not occur together in the MT, 
the idea of rejoicing in God’s word does (e.g. Ps 119:14, 162 etc.). As in 1QHa 8:17; 
12:39, it appears that תירב in 1QHa 18:29-30 refers to the whole body of authoritative 
‘scripture’ (as conceived by the sect).  
The one occurrence of the phrase תירב ̇ישונא in 1QHa fr. 4:8 (DSSEL; 22:27 in 
Schuller & Newsom 2012:68-69) comes in a very fragmented text, but it was noted that 
unlike in 1QS 5:9 and 6:19 there is no reference to priests and/or the sons of Zadok in the 
vicinity. The phrase in 1QHa fr. 4:8 refers instead to the general membership of the 
writer’s community.  
The last occurrence of תירב in 1QHa, at least according to DSSEL, appears in a very 
fragmentary text in column 27:7, in the phrase ו]ידסח תירב תעדב (‘that they might know the 
covenant of [His] mercies’). Not all commentators and translators accept the reading  תעדב
ו]ידסח תירב, suggesting ו]ידסח בורב תעדב (i.e. ‘that they might know the magnitude of his 
mercies...’) instead, but I believe that the word תירב may be defended as the correct reading 
in the context. In this case, תירב דסח  is yet another almost unique phrase that appears only 
in 1QHa 27:7 and at 1QS 1:8. I suggested that the covenant in this context is the 
knowledge of God that can be attained by the strict adherence to the Mosaic law according 
to the sect’s interpretation and, by implication, through God’s revelation of this 
interpretation. In other words, as at 1QS 1:8, the writer considers obedience to the law 




3.5 Explanatory Notes on Selected Sections of the War Scroll (1QM) 
with Special Reference to Covenant Terminology  
Of all the DSS under consideration, the War Scroll has the least occurrences of תירב, 
namely thirteen (as compared to forty-one in CD; thirty-three in 1QS; and twenty-six in 
1QH). The word first occurs in 1:2, and thereafter not again until 10:10. Apart from 
column 1, all other occurrences of the word are either in prayers or speeches of the priests 
(according to the outline provided by Schultz 2009:74-76). The significance of this will be 
discussed at the relevant places. Before looking at the text, however, a few introductory 
issues must be addressed.  
 
3.5.1 The Unique Character, Genre, Unity and Date of the Scroll 
3.5.1.1 Uniqueness and Genre  
A number of scholars have pointed out the unique character of 1QM, since it is ‘the only 
work in Hebrew ancient or modern, dealing with the military art’ of a ‘highly organized 
and systematic war by Israel … against all the nations of the world for the extermination of 
heathenism and the establishment of the Kingdom of God upon earth’ (Segal 1965:138; cf. 
also Schultz 2009:1, 10). The literary genre of the scroll is debated, perhaps because it 
combines several genres rather than fitting neatly into one particular one.714 Parker (2012) 
for example finds eschatology (Parker 2012:56) and holy war traditions (Parker 2012:119), 
among others, but does not think that it is apocalyptic (Parker 2012:109). Van der Ploeg 
(1955:373) calls it a ‘Rule’ on the basis of the fact that the word ךרס appears several times 
in the scroll. Duhaime (2004:53) concurs, saying that ‘the whole text, in its final shape, 
was probably intended as a rather coherent document, assembled according to accepted 
conventions and modelled after one of the genres available in the cultural environment of 
its redactor(s),’ and ‘probably belonged to the general category of ‘rule’ (serek).’ In an 
earlier study, Duhaime (1988) found some resemblance between the genre of 1QM and 
Greco-Roman Tactical Treatises. However, he is unsure ‘whether or not [the] War Scroll 
was intended for actual use by a group of priests in an authentic war. If so, it might be the 
only manual of that kind which has come down to us’ (Duhaime 1988:150). Indeed, war 
and religious ceremonies were always closely related in the ancient world (Duhaime 
1988:150), but due to the apparent unreality of the document which is stressed by some 
                                                 
714 Cf. García Martínez (2010b:317), who rightly observes that any attempt to fit the scroll into one particular genre 
fails to exhaust ‘the richness of the text in the way it has reached us.’ Consequently, ‘the best way to read the War 
Scroll is to integrate all these different readings’ (García Martínez 2010b:317). 
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commentators, he thinks that one might describe the War Scroll better as a ‘utopian tactical 
treatise’ (Duhaime 1988:151).  
Davies (1990a:133) similarly thinks that 1QM is ‘idealistic and utopian’ in nature, 
and remarks that ‘fantasy is not necessarily an escape from reality.’ He contends that ‘in 
light of the antics of the terrorists who ended up on Masada, [1QM’s] contents may not 
have appeared so out of touch with reality’ after all (Davies 1988:150). Weitzman 
(2009:213) agrees with both Duhaime and Davies, but takes their observations further by 
including other ancient authors such as Caesar and Xenophon. He concludes, with Davies 
(1990a:133), that 1QM may have had a more practical relevance than generally assumed 
(Weitzman 2009:217). He believes that it may have served the purpose of encouraging and 
improving the morale of soldiers in combat by assuring them through speeches and rituals 
that God was on their side. In other words, the religious and liturgical instructions of the 
scroll were not designed as a liturgical drama (cf. Krieg 1985) or utopian literature, but 
served a real purpose (Weitzman 2009:217), namely to encourage soldiers during the war. 
Either the Maccabean or the Roman wars could be a likely background for the composition 
of the scroll, though Weitzman (2009:215, 238) believes the latter to be more likely.  
Others suggest that 1QM is a kind of sectarian liturgy (Krieg 1985:11), apocalyptic 
literature (Duhaime 1984; cf. Duhaime 2004:54) or a war manual (Yadin 1962), though 
this latter perhaps falls under the broader category of ‘rule.’ This also seems to be the 
opinion of Treves (1958:419), as he notes that the contents of the scroll have ‘the 
appearance of a plan for a real war to be waged in the author’s days.’ Considering the 
many religious instructions in the scroll, however, it seems better to argue with Wise 
(1986:230) that the scroll is ‘essentially a theological, not a military composition,’ though 
it includes elements of rules as well as military instructions. It is composite, hence the 
variety of genres that appear in the scroll. Whether or not the writer had a real war (either 
past, present or future) in view is difficult to say, but on the whole I prefer the position that 
considers this scroll as pointing to an eschatological war.   
 
3.5.1.2 The Unity and Date of the Scroll 
Just as there is a debate about 1QM’s genre, the unity of the scroll is also disputed. Yadin 
(1962:ix) argues for a single author who made use of different sources, but other scholars 
deny this (e.g. Davies 1977:20-23). However, there does not seem to be a consensus about 
how exactly the scroll as we have it now received its form (Duhaime 2004:60). A number 
of scholars propose a history of compilation, with 1QM being the final edition. Eshel E 
and Eshel H (2000:351) for example note that discrepancies within the scroll point to ‘its 
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composite nature.’ They concur with Duhaime (1995:80) that 1QM is the final stage of the 
scroll’s literary development (Eshel E & Eshel H 2000:362-363), noting that 1QM is in 
fact a later revision of an original war scroll (Eshel E & Eshel H 2000:362). This final 
redactor ‘utilized the 4Q versions of the … Scroll as well as other sources to create his new 
version’ (Eshel E & Eshel H 2000:362). Gmirkin (1998:205ff) suggests a five stage 
development of the scroll. He argues that a number of sections of columns 10-14 are 
probably pre-Maccabean, whereas the rest of these belong to the early Maccabean era 
(Gmirkin 1998:105). The third stage, columns 15-19, he dates to ‘late 164 BCE’ (Gmirkin 
1998:206), just prior to the rededication of the Jerusalem Temple. Soon after the 
restoration of the Temple, he thinks, columns 2-9 were added (i.e. about December 164 
BCE), and lastly column 1 was included ‘as an introduction to the final version of the War 
Scroll’ and probably to be dated in 163 BCE (Gmirkin 1998:207). Whether or not one 
accepts any of these reconstructions, I think García Martínez (2010b:316) is right to note 
that ‘in spite of its clearly composite character,’ the scroll ‘has a strong inner logic and 
emanates a powerful rhetoric and a clear message’: namely that the author and his 
community, i.e. ‘the good ones, the elect, the members of the new covenant, the sons of 
light, in spite of all difficulties will overcome all [their] enemies and will destroy the 
forces of evil, the wicked, the sons of darkness.’ 
Connected to the issue of unity is that of dating the scroll’s contents, already hinted 
at above in the discussion of Gmirkin’s view. The extant copy of 1QM is written in 
‘formal early Herodian script’ and therefore can be dated ‘in the last part of the first 
century B.C.E.’ (Duhaime 1995:80).715 The content of the scroll is, however, considered to 
be earlier. Yadin (1962:246), basing his conclusions on an analysis of the weaponry and 
other factors in the scroll, proposes a date ‘after the Roman conquest but before the end of 
Herod’s reign,’ i.e. in the second half of the first century BCE (see the table at Yadin 
1962:245). A similar argument is given by Alexander (2003:29), who proposes that the 
content of the scroll, in particular the accurate and detailed description of the tactics in 
1QM which is  more suited to a Roman, rather than a Hasmonean or Greek background, 
best fits the historical scenario of 60-30 BCE. Laperrousaz (1986:276-277) also prefers a 
Roman date. He suggests that the scroll was written by the Teacher of Righteousness 
during his exile in Damascus between 67 and 63 BCE, though this seems to date the 
Teacher too late in my opinion.  
                                                 
715 Duhaime (1995:81) observes that the oldest manuscript, 4Q493, dates to the first half of the first century BCE, but 
he also notes that ‘[n]o clear connection can be made between this manuscript and 1QM.’ 4QM496 is a poorly 
preserved manuscript, ‘written on the reverse side of a papyrus’ in a ‘pre-Herodian script’ which has been dated to 
‘a few years before the middle of the first century B.C.E.’ (Duhaime 1995:81). The extant part of the scroll is quite 
similar to 1QM, though ‘not completely identical’ (Duhaime 1995:81). It appears to me that the date of this scroll 
would preclude a date for the content of 1QM after 50 BCE. 
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Other scholars use exactly the same data (i.e. weaponry and tactics) to argue for a 
Maccabean or Hasmonean dating rather than a Roman one. Already in 1952, before the 
whole scroll was published, Avi-Yonah (1952:5), basing his study on a summary by 
Sukenik (cf. Sukenik 1955:36), suggested that the ‘military reality behind the Messianic 
allegory’ of the scroll is reminiscent ‘of Maccabean warfare, embroidered by the author’s 
Messianic fancy and sectarian predilections.’ He thought that there are indications that one 
may pinpoint the scroll’s content to the time of Jonathan (Avi-Yonah 1952:5). Gmirkin 
(1998:208; see above) suggests that ‘the final version of the War Scroll appears to 
constitute the official war manual of the Maccabean army of 163 BCE,’716 while Treves 
proposes an equally precise date, 143 BCE, and furthermore opines that the scroll is non-
sectarian since in his opinion it describes not a sectarian or eschatological war, but a 
national one (Treves 1958:422). He ascribes the scroll to a member of the Hasidim. Segal 
(1965:144-145) considers the scroll as ‘a product of a time of freedom and prosperity, such 
as prevailed in the reign of John Hyrcanus.’ Duhaime (1995:84) points out that some 
scholars argue for an early date for the War Scroll due to the fact that it ‘lacks important 
characteristics found in the bulk of Qumran literature.’ For example, though the term 
yāḥad is used seven times in 1QM, it never has the special sense of referring to a sectarian 
community as in 1QS, 1QH and CD, but indicates Israel as a whole.  
If these issues are also taken into consideration, I would lean towards the earlier 
dating of the content of the scroll in the Maccabean or early Hasmonean era, though one 
cannot be dogmatic. While one may argue about the unity (or lack of it) of the scroll, it is 
the final document that has to be considered in the end. The following exploration 
concentrates on 1QM, which is the best preserved of all the war scroll documents. I will 
only refer to related documents where necessary. 
 
3.5.2 The occurrences of תיִרְבּ in 1QM 
3.5.2.1 1QM 1:1-2 
The first column of 1QM, as noted above, has some lacunae in the first few lines.  After 
(the remains of) a letter or two, the remainder of the first word(s) of lines 1-7 are missing. 
Scholars have proposed different reconstructions,717 but all these suggestions end the first 
                                                 
716 See also Gmirkin (2000:494-495). 
717 García Martínez & Tigchelaar (1997:112 [Hebrew] -113 [English]) reconstruct the beginning of 1QM 1 as follows: 
‘For the Ins[tructor: The Rule of] the War’ (Hebrew: המחלמה [ךרס ליכש]מל), whereas DSSEL reads ‘For the 
In[structor,      ] the War’ (Hebrew: המחלמה [     ]מל). Earlier, Van der Ploeg (1955:375) had suggested ‘[Voici la 
règle pour ordonner] la guerre’ (Hebrew: המחלמה [רדסל ךרס] הז]). This was taken up by Yadin (1962:256) who, 
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sentence after the word ‘war’ and begin another sentence with the following word, 
indicating that what precedes is considered a heading or title for the book. The rest of 1QM 
1:1-7 summarises (the initial phase of) the war in which the Sons of Light attack and 
ultimately defeat the Sons of Darkness to the point of the latter’s total annihilation (1QM 
1:6-7).  
It has been noted by many scholars that the first column of the War Scroll is 
particularly evocative of themes from the book of Daniel (e.g. Burrows 1956:206; Mertens 
1971:79). Especially the first occurrence of the word תירב in 1QM 1:2 is in a context that is 
strongly reminiscent of Daniel 11:32 and in fact repeats verbatim the expression  יעישרמ
תירב which appears there. But before looking at this phrase in a little more detail, the 
context must be established. 
The writer begins by telling his readers that the ‘beginning of the sending of the 
hand718 of the Sons of Light [will be] to fight against the Sons of darkness, against the 
army of Belial, against the band of Edom and Moab and the sons of Ammon and [   ] 
Philistia, and against the troops of the Kittim of Asshur and their people, with the help of 
the violators of the covenant, the sons of Levi, and the sons of Judah and the sons of 
Benjamin, the exiles of the wilderness will fight against them’ (my translation). My 
translation is at this stage deliberately ambiguous, since from the Hebrew it is not quite 
clear which side the ‘sons of Levi, and the sons of Judah and the sons of Benjamin’ 
actually belong to. Most translators719 consider them to be parts of the Sons of Light, as 
indicated for example by the full stop before this list of tribes in DSSEL where the list is 
appositional to the phrase ‘those exiled to the wilderness’: ‘Supporting them are those who 
have violated the covenant. The sons of Levi, the sons of Judah, and the sons of Benjamin, 
those exiled to the wilderness, shall fight against them’ (italics added). However, Eshel 
(2008:169) deviates from the majority position and suggests the following translation 
(which seems permissible from the Hebrew720):  
For the Ma[skil (the instructor), Rule of] the war. The first attack of the Sons of Light shall be 
launched against the Sons of Darkness, the army of Belial, the troop of Edom and Moab, and 
the sons of Ammon 2 and the ar[my of the dwellers of] Philistia and the troops of the Kittim 
of Asshur, these being helped by those who violate the covenant, (from) the sons of Levi, the 
                                                                                                                                                 
however, proposed a slightly amended version: ‘And th[is is the book of the disposition of] the war’ (Hebrew:  ה]זו
המחלמה [ךרס רפס).  
718 די חולשמ; Beale (1984:45) says this phrase means ‘conquest;’ a similar phrase, די חלשמ, occurs a few times in 
Deuteronomy (12:7; 15:10 etc.), but never in a military context. The closest occurrence to 1QM 1:2 is Isaiah 11:14, 
the only biblical text where a military context, i.e. that of taking booty, is presumed. 
719 E.g. van der Ploeg (1955:375); Yadin (1962:256); Davies (1977:114); Duhaime (1995:97); DSSEL (see note 716 
above). 
720 Lines 1-2 in Hebrew read as follows (DSSEL):  
    1 ]֯מל    ןומע ינבו באומו םודא דודגב לעילב ליחב ךשוח ינב לרוגב לחהל רוא ינב די חולשמ תישאר המחלמה [ 
  2    ֯חו]    םב ומחלי רבדמה תלוג ןימינב ינבו הדוהי ינבו יול ינב תירב יעישרמ רזעב םהמעו רושא ייתכ ידודגבו תשלפ[ 
313 
 
sons of Judah, and the sons of Benjamin. The exiles of the wilderness shall fight against them 
(italics added). 
In other words, in this interpretation the ‘sons of Levi’, ‘Judah’ and ‘Benjamin’ 
actually belong to the enemies of the Sons of Light, not their supporters; i.e. they are part 
of the ‘violators of the covenant’ (Eshel 2008:169, n. 23721). Who is right? Are the ‘sons of 
Levi, the sons of Judah and the sons of Benjamin’ supporters (or part of) the Sons of Light, 
or are they their enemies?  
Eshel (2008:169, n. 23) argues, based on his study of the ‘Prayer of Joseph’ 
(4Q372), that the sons of Levi, Judah and Benjamin are the enemies of the Sons of Light. 
4Q372 1:13 mentions that these three tribes are being provoked by ‘words of deceit’ 
against ‘the tent of Zion.’ In Eshel’s opinion, this means that these three (southern) tribes 
returned from exile, but became the enemies of the Sons of Light and are not to be equated 
with them (Eshel 2008:169, n. 23). Screnock (2011:43) agrees with Eshel’s assessment 
that the three tribes are the southern tribes who returned from exile, that they are related to 
the temple, and that they were thus considered enemies of the Sons of Light and members 
of ‘those who violate the covenant.’722 Unlike Eshel and others, however, he suggests that 
the phrase ‘the captivity of the wilderness’ is to be identified with the enemies of the sons 
of Light (see his translation below, note 722). His argument is mainly based on his 
assumption that the word order in the Hebrew of 1QM is primarily subject-verb (not verb-
subject), ‘unless inversion is triggered by a fronted constituent or by an intransitive verb’ 
(Screnock 2011:44). However, the evidence can be understood differently.  
It is of course correct that the reference to these three tribes in 1QM 1:2 ‘is 
unusual’ in the DSS (cf. Davies 1977:114). In fact, in the DSS they are only mentioned 
together a few times apart from 1QM: as noted above, in 4Q372 (without the appellation 
‘sons of’); in 4Q385a 18a-bii:7 (an apocryphal Jeremiah text723); and a few times in the 
Temple scroll where they are always referred to in a positive light (11Q19 24:11-12; 
40:15-41:1; 11Q20 VI 10ii, 12:13-14). Schultz (2009:111) observes that the evidence of 
1QM and 4Q372 is ambiguous and that both interpretations are possible unless other 
                                                 
721 This is based on 4Q371/4Q372, probably 4Q372 1:14, which mentions the same three tribes in the same order. 
Eshel (2008:169, n. 23) refers to an article of his (in Hebrew, which unfortunately I am not able to understand), but 
does not give the precise reference in his book. 
722 Screnock (2011:43) translates 1QM 1:1-3 as follows: 
 ‘The first sending of the hand of the Sons of Light is to begin with the lot of the Sons of Darkness, with the army of 
Belial, with the Troop of Edom and Moab and the sons of Ammon and the ar[my of those who dwell in] Philistia, 
and with the troops of the Kittim of Assyria – and with them, in their support, are those who violated the covenant, 
the sons of Levi and the sons of Judah and the sons of Benjamin, the captivity of the wilderness. Al[l the sons of 
Darkness] will be engaged in battle with them, according to all their lots, when the captivity of the sons of Light 
returns.’ 
723 This reads in context (4Q385a (4QapocrJer Ca) 18a–b ii:5—7) :‘[And the word of the Lord came to] Jeremiah in the 
land of Tahpanes, which is in the land of E[gypt as follows, ‘Speak to] the Children of Israel and to the Children of 
Judah and Benjamin;   [thus shall you say unto them]: ….’ 
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corroborative evidence is found in favour of one or the other. He continues to argue that 
the Qumran sect used the term ‘Judah’ to refer to themselves (Schultz 2009:112), which 
would be a point in favour of the majority opinion. But, as Bergsma (2008) has shown, this 
is a debatable point. Bergsma (2008:187) does not agree that the Qumran sect used the 
term ‘Judah’ to refer to themselves, but argues that they preferred to call themselves 
‘Israel’ or ‘Israelites,’ though he does note that the community was not ‘anti-Judahite. On 
the contrary, the tribe of Judah has an honored place with the Yaḥad’ (Bergsma 2008:187). 
Thus Schultz’s argument concerning the Qumran sect’s preferred reference to themselves 
as Judah is not as certain as he makes out. However, he is certainly correct to note that the 
Levites are highly esteemed in the DSS. Therefore he believes that ‘it is clear that they are 
part of the Sons of Light’ (Schultz 2009:113). In addition, the Levites are mentioned in a 
positive light in 1QM 5:1. This in my opinion turns the scale in favour of his position and 
against Eshel and Screnock. It is unlikely that the very people who are highly esteemed in 
one part of the scroll would in another be considered enemies. It would be different if 
1QM 1:2 had a qualifying expression to show that only some members of these tribes were 
considered enemies. This, however, is not the case, despite Eshel’s translation of 1QM 1:2: 
‘… these being helped by those who violate the covenant, (from) the sons of Levi, the sons 
of Judah, and the sons of Benjamin’ (Eshel 2008:169; italics added). There is no partitive 
preposition in the Hebrew, and Eshel (2008:169) acknowledges this by putting ‘from’ in 
parentheses.  
Schultz (2009:121ff) continues to look at other evidence that supports his view, 
including the fact that 1QM 1 is dependent on Daniel 11-12. He concludes with the 
following observations regarding the nature of the Sons of Light (Schultz 2009:123): ‘the 
author of M chose the unique expression … “the sons of Levi and the sons of Judah and 
the sons of Benjamin,” … to describe those who will be involved in the opening battle of 
the eschatological war. Specifically, it meant those who have returned from exile.’ 
However, some of these returnees ‘will have aligned themselves with the enemy, these 
being the “violators of the covenant”’ (Schultz 2009:123). He notes that the epithet ‘sons 
of Levi, Judah and Benjamin could not be [used to designate] the sectarians only,’ but  
was purposely used to alert the reader to the kind of battle that was expected to kick off the 
40-year eschatological war: … launched by Daniel’s King of the North …, the king of the 
Kittim, and … against all the Jews living in Judea who have not aligned themselves with him. 
While this included the sectarians, it was not limited to them only (Schultz 2009:123-124).  
Another factor that may be significant in considering the list of Jewish tribes and 
their role in this context is the fact that the spiritual and secular leaders of the Jewish 
nation came from these same tribes: the Levites were religious leaders, from whom 
especially the priests came, but also lesser religious leaders who helped with the running of 
315 
 
the cult, whereas Judah and Benjamin supplied political leaders in the past history of 
Israel.724 The Maccabean leaders were also Levites, and this list of tribes may be a point in 
favour of considering the provenance of the content of the scroll (or at least col. I) in 
Maccabean times. Moreover, the Chronicler accepts only the southern kingdom as true 
Israel, whose descendants are the returned exiles at whom his work is directed. The 
sectarian community (at least those described in CD and 1QS) seems to have considered 
itself as the true Israel (an even narrower view than that of the Chronicler) and the true 
priesthood (cf. Krieg 1985:6), and it is therefore not impossible that this designation is 
used to make this fact clear. One may conclude, then, that the enemies of the Sons of Light 
in 1QM 1 consist of the ‘Sons of Darkness, the army of Belial,’725 [i.e.] ‘the troops of 
Edom, and Moab, and the sons of Ammon,’ the ‘Philistines, and the troops of the Kittim of 
Asshur,’ supported by the ‘violators of the covenant’ (my translation, but cf. DSSEL). 
 
3.5.2.1.1 The Expression תירב יעישרמ in 1QM 1:2 
Now the rare phrase תירב יעישרמ, literally ‘wicked ones of a covenant’ can be considered. It 
only occurs in 1QM 1:2 and in Daniel 11:32 where it describes those Jews who are 
deceived by the King of the North’s smooth words and thus fall away from their faith. It 
appears that in the present context too it refers to people who have fallen away from 
orthodox Jewish belief (according to the interpretation of the writer’s community) and 
instead have joined the enemies of the Jews.726 As far as the writer is concerned, they now 
                                                 
724 The first king of Israel was Saul, who belonged to the tribe of Benjamin. The Davidic kings all came from the tribe 
of Judah. In CD 8:4-6 the judges of the nation must consist of four Levites/Aaronites, plus six other Israelites 
‘learned in the Book of Meditation and in the basic covenant principles’ (DSSEL). In fact, in CD the priests have 
foremost eminence, before Levites, other Israelites and proselytes (CD 14:5-6). But of course priests come from the 
tribe of Levi. Rost (1955:206) points to a connection with 1 Chronicles 12:25-28 which lists among others the tribes 
of Judah, Levi and Benjamin who brought warriors to David to consolidate his kingdom. He notes in particular the 
fact that the Levites in this context were not just the priestly tribe, but also provided a military contingent, just as in 
1QM 1:2. 
725 Belial apparently comes from a word meaning ‘worthlessness, wickedness’ (HALOT) and became in the NT a term 
for Satan (2 Cor 6:15; cf. Elwell & Comfort 2001:157). Hultgren suggests that the name was taken from Nahum 2:1 
where ‘Belial is used of the anti-godly ruler of Nineveh’ (Hultgren 2007:354) and where God promises his people 
that ‘never again will the wicked one (Belial) pass through you’ (NASB). Hultgren continues to argue that it is only 
natural that ‘the author of the Rule of War will have taken Belial as the name of the leader of the hostile forces in the 
eschatological war, who will be destroyed on the “day of the LORD”’ (Hultgren 2007:355). This is all the more 
probable due to ‘the identification of Antiochus IV and the Seleucid kingdom with “Assyria” (1QM I,2, 6)’ 
(Hultgren 2007:355). The fact that in the DSS this name was identified with a supernatural figure may be based on 
Psalm 18:5 (von der Osten-Sacken 1969:76) where ‘Belial’ apparently refers to a god of the underworld (Hultgren 
2007:355-356), as well as on the figure of Melchiresha who appears in the Aramaic sacerdotal texts. The curses 
pronounced on this figure are sometimes identical with those pronounced on Belial, and therefore Hultgren 
(2007:356) suggests that ‘Belial and Melchiresha came to be identified with each other.’ Ultimately, Hultgren 
(2007:357) rightly concludes that the ‘figure of Belial as the angel of darkness … has its roots in the confluence of 
traditions … [found] in the Rule of War.’  
726 Van der Ploeg (1955:394) says ‘it is the Jews who are allied with the oppressors of their people, either through 
complacency or fear, and thus neglect their duties to the Law’ (‘ce sont les Juifs qui se sont alliés aux oppresseurs de 
leur peuple, soit par complaisance, soit par peur, et qui négligent ainsi leurs devoirs envers la Loi’). Mertens 
(1971:79) observes that just as in Daniel the expression refers to Hellenistic Jews who denied the faith of their 
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support the ‘Sons of Belial,’ including (or comprising) the ‘band of Edom and Moab, and 
the sons of Ammon’ (1QM 1:1) as well as the Philistines, all considered arch-enemies of 
Israel. Gmirkin (1998:191) suggests that the ‘violators of the covenant’ are ‘the renegade 
Jews of the Acra who posed a constant military threat to the Jews of the upper city,’ but 
this seems too specific in the context (Schultz 2009:127 is also critical of this suggestion).  
‘Edom, Moab and the sons of Ammon’727 are also mentioned in this order in Daniel 
11:41, though there they are not among the attackers of Israel, but among those who will 
not be overrun by the King of the North, perhaps precisely because they are on the side of 
the enemy (Schultz 2009:99; cf. von der Osten-Sacken 1969:32). In addition, the writer 
mentions among the enemies of the Sons of Light the ‘Kittim of Asshur,’ an enigmatic 
designation that will be considered below. Similar lists of enemies can be found in 2 Kings 
24:2 (where, however Aram is listed instead of Edom; this text also mentions the word 
‘bands’, ידודג), Isaiah 11:14, Daniel 11:41 and Psalm 83:6-8, but none of these texts are 
exactly the same as 1QM 1:2 (cf. Vanonen 2011:229-230). Vanonen (2011:230) suggests 
that the author of 1QM 1 probably did not list these names ‘following a specific source 
text,’ but rather agrees with Wenthe (1998:296), who rightly notes that by describing the 
enemies of the sons of Light in this way, ‘1QM opens with a stylized presentation of the 
community’s opponents.’ Vanonen (2011:230) thinks, however, that Daniel 11 probably 
was most influential due to the other connections with this book in 1QM 1. Wenthe 
(1998:296) believes there may have been a possible dependence on Psalm 83:6-8, though 
he goes on to note that the writer of 1QM may equally well have decided ‘to move from 
the traditional and geographically close enemy (Edom, Moab, Philistia) to the foreign 
enemy (whether Greek or Roman), and then to the traitors from within.’ In other words, 
the list of enemies listed is not a quotation or allusion to a particular text, but is informed 
from a number of scriptural allusions. 
 
3.5.2.1.2 Excursus: Who are the ‘Kittim of Asshur’? 
The expression ‘Kittim of Asshur’ is unique in the DSS and does not occur in the Bible, 
though of course both ‘Kittim’ and ‘Asshur’ appear, the latter quite frequently in the 
course of the retelling of the history of the Israelites as they encountered the Assyrians. 
The ‘Kittim’ are mentioned only six times in the MT. The first of these occurrences is at 
Genesis 10:4 (see also 1 Chr 1:7) where they are mentioned in the genealogy of Javan. 
                                                                                                                                                 
ancestors and instead allied themselves with Antiochus. He suggests that there must have been a similar movement 
of apostasy in the history of the Qumran sect which greatly influenced it.  
727 In the majority of occurrences of the word Ammon in the HB the phrase ‘sons of Ammon’ is used, but in Psalm 
83:8 only ‘Ammon’ appears.  
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Incidentally, Assyria is mentioned a few verses further on (Gn 10:11), in connection with 
Nimrod’s travels (1 Chr 1 does not mention Assyria in this context, though it refers to 
Nimrod). The second occurrence of ‘Kittim’ is in Numbers 24:24, in the prophecy of 
Balaam where he prophecies that ‘ships shall come from the coast of Kittim, And they 
shall afflict Asshur and will afflict Eber; So they also will come to destruction’ (NASB). 
Here both the Kittim and Asshur are mentioned in the same verse, though not in the same 
way as in 1QM 1. The Kittim appear twice in Isaiah 23, in a prophecy against Tyre. Both 
in verse 1 and 12 the word is translated ‘Cyprus’ by the NASB, and significantly Asshur 
(translated ‘Assyria’ by NASB) appears again in close vicinity in verse 13 (cf. Yadin 
1962:25, who also observes this fact). The last and most significant occurrence is in Daniel 
11:30, since 1QM is reminiscent of this chapter.728 Here we read, possibly in analogy to 
Numbers 24:24, but perhaps more likely referring to Isaiah 23:12-13,729 that ‘ships of 
Kittim will come against him [i.e. the King of the North]; therefore he will be disheartened 
and will return and become enraged at the holy covenant and take action; so he will come 
back and show regard for those who forsake the holy covenant’ (Dn 11:30, NASB). It 
seems from the biblical evidence, that ‘Kittim’ are people coming from the coastal regions 
or islands west of Israel and thus could refer to either Greeks or Romans (in Gn 10 
probably the Greeks, in Dn 11 the Romans), whereas Asshur was the enemy usually 
expected from the north. The question that arises is therefore to whom the expression 
‘Kittim of Asshur’ refers in 1QM 1:2.  
Yadin (1962:25) suggests that the expression is probably used because several 
times in the Bible both ‘Kittim’ and ‘Asshur’ appear in close proximity to each other (Nu 
24:24; Is 23:12-13; Ezk 27:6). He notes that this obviously indicates that ‘these Kittim … 
had their dwelling place or centre to the north of Palestine,’ and that the ultimate defeat of 
the Kittim in 1QM 19 is ‘compared to the destruction of Sennacherib’s troops near 
Jerusalem’ (Yadin 1962:25; cf. Is 37:36). He further asserts that by identifying the enemy 
of the day by the title ‘Kittim of Asshur,’ the author, imitating the style of the Pesharim, 
used scriptures describing the Assyrian defeat and applied them to his own situation 
(Yadin 1962:25-26; see also note 4 on p. 24). As noted above, Yadin dates the contents of 
1QM to Roman times, and hence in his opinion the enemy of the day was the Romans 
(Yadin 1962:243-246).  
                                                 
728 For a list of verbal correspondences cf. for example Flusser (2007:143); Wenthe (1998:297-298); Carmignac 
(1956:240; he notes other references too). See also Vanonen (2011). 
729 Schultz (2007:73-75 and 2009:127-158) argues convincingly that Daniel did not base his prophecy on Numbers 
24:24, but used the term ‘Kittim’ in a geo-political sense, even in an eschatological context.  
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A completely different interpretation is proposed by Atkinson (1957-58). He stands 
out, and alone, it appears, with his opinion that in 1QM 1 the ‘Kittim of Egypt’ (as he 
interprets the beginning of line 4) are not another enemy of the Sons of Light, but in fact 
their supporters, and opines that ‘“Kittim” … is evidently a term which will apply equally 
to enemies and to friends’ (Atkinson 1957-58:276). This is in my opinion untenable, since 
all other references to the ‘Kittim’ in 1QM are to an enemy of the first rank. In fact, 
Atkinson seems to misinterpret 1QM 1:4, since after a lacuna at the beginning of the line 
the first visible words are םירצמב םייתכה, i.e. ‘… the Kittim in’ or ‘into Egypt’ (cf. DSSEL, 
DSSSE, Duhaime 1995:97). While lines 4-5 seem to refer to a war between Egypt and the 
‘kings of the North,’ which is interpreted as a time of salvation for the people of God, it is 
in my opinion unwarranted to consider the two words as being connected in such a way 
that the Kittim in this line (uniquely in 1QM) refer to friends of the Sons of Light.  
Flusser (2007:155) restores the lacunae in lines 4-5a in such a way that together 
with the end of line 3 the text could read: ‘And after the war, they shall go up from there. 
[And the king] of the Kittim [will come to] Egypt. And in his time, he will go out with 
great rage to wage war against the kings of the North, and in his anger he wants to 
exterminate and cut off the horn of Israel730….’ Of course, this is mere conjecture and 
unfortunately cannot be proven, but in the context it makes more sense than Atkinson’s 
suggestion. Vanonen (2011:234-235) supports Flusser’s reconstruction, observing that (a) 
it fits the context both grammatically and lexically; (b) in the context of the whole scroll it 
is at least possible that there may be a reference to the king of the Kittim; and (c) it also fits 
in with the dependence of 1QM 1 on Daniel 11 where ‘the one who will destroy and the 
one who will fall are the same, (the king of the Kittim of) Asshur’ (Vanonen 2011:235).731  
Gazov-Ginzberg (1965:176) does not comment on the expression ‘Kittim of 
Asshur,’ but suggests that the term ‘Kittim’ in 1QM does not necessarily refer to a 
particular enemy, but is ‘a pseudonym … for the future main enemy, either the Romans or 
any new power.’ The ‘Kittim of Asshur’ in this case could then be a synonym for an 
enemy based in Asia (as implied by Gazov-Ginzberg 1965:176).732  Rowley (1956:96), 
                                                 
730 ‘Israel’ is restored from an initial, barely visible, yod before the lacuna; cf. DSSSE. 
731 Schultz (2009:90-91) argues for this reconstruction on the basis of 4Q496, but since this fragment is ‘very small and 
corrupted and the decisive word Israel is very weakly visible,’ and since the fragment has been reconstructed from 
1QM 1 (Vanonen 2011:236), this is a circular argument. Hence, other evidence should be provided.  
732 Batsch (2010:171-172) argues that the War Scroll circulated for about 150 years during which the political 
landscape changed several times, and ‘during which many wars occurred’ (Batsch 2010:171). He ingeniously 
suggests that 1QM 1 reflects three different wars: lines 1-3a in his opinion ‘has much to do with the actual wars of 
the Maccabean-Hasmonean dynasty’ (Batsch 2010:171); lines 3b-7 he attributes to the ‘three last Syrian conflicts 
between Lagids and Seleucids’ (Batsch 2010:172), and 1QM 1:9b-14 for him describes a future, eschatological war. 
His point is that since the warring factions differed, so did the description of the enemy. ‘This is why the Kittim 
could be simultaneously … the Greeks, the Romans, and probably, another metaphor for Amalek and all other 
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thinking that the Teacher of Righteousness lived before the Romans arrived in Palestine, 
argues that the term ‘Kittim’ refers to the Seleucids, not the Romans, contra e.g. Dupont-
Sommer (1953, Aperçus Préliminaire,733 cited by Rowley 1956:95ff) or Yadin 
(1962:24).734  
A more detailed and nuanced argument for the identification of the Kittim with the 
Seleucids is given by Schultz (2007; 2009:127-168). He observes that outside the Qumran 
literature, ‘the Kittim always come from the western Mediterranean world and not Asia,’ 
and clash with Assyria when both they and Assyria are mentioned together (Schultz 
2007:63). The term, he says, was not used with eschatological connotations, but simply 
was a geo-political description (Schultz 2009:157) or even just referred to (foreign) 
warriors (Schultz 2009:146; cf. Jub 37:10, ‘mighty men of war’). Schultz (2007:63) tries to 
show that ‘the Qumranites were the first to consider Num 24:24 as foundational in their 
understanding of the immediate eschaton.’ In other words, they reinterpreted Numbers 
24:24 and Daniel’s unfulfilled prophecy of the end of the King of the North (11:40-45), 
and thus were able to use the term ‘Kittim’ in the sense of both these scriptures ‘as 
harbinger[s] of the eschatological age’ (Schultz 2007:77; 2009:153). Schultz (2009:158) 
concludes his discussion by observing that in 1QM ‘the [lot of the] Sons of Darkness were 
a coalition of enemies collated … from Dan 11 and complemented with Isa 11:14.735 … 
the head of this coalition was Daniel’s ultimate eschatological foe, the “King of the 
North,” renamed “king of the Kittim.”’ Schultz (2009:158) further argues that 1QM, 
realizing that Daniel’s prediction of the demise of the ‘King of the North’ had not come to 
pass, reinterpreted Daniel’s prophecy of 11:40-45, and in Schultz’s opinion this was the 
major factor in the author’s choice of names for the enemies in 1QM 1-2, mainly to show 
that these verses could yet find fulfilment.  
As is obvious from this discussion, one cannot be dogmatic about who in fact is 
meant by the expression ‘Kittim of Assyria.’ Burrow’s suggestion that it is ‘a cryptic 
reference to some power of the writer’s own time,’ without necessarily fixing one’s 
attention on a particular political power in question still has a lot to commend it (Burrows 
                                                                                                                                                 
enemies of Israel; this is also why we can find, simultaneously, ancient … and modern weaponry in the same text’ 
(Batsch 2010:172; italics his).  
733 Unfortunately I was unable to get hold of this work, but he makes the same point in his book The Essene Writings 
from Qumran (Dupont-Sommer 1962:168).  
734 Though in his more nuanced treatment Yadin (1962:23-26, esp. pp. 25-26) concludes that ‘the author’s 
identification of the Kittim as ‘Kittim of Asshur’ was made in order to enable him to “interpret”, in the manner of 
the Pesharim, passages about the Assyrian defeat as applying to the Kittim.’ 
735 This is augmented by the fact that in this verse alone in the MT the phrase ם ָָ֔די חוֹ֣לְשִׁמ appears, lit. ‘the outstretching 




1956:205). Mertens (1971:62-63) similarly states that at Qumran ‘the Kittim are the 
enemies of the people of God as such, especially in the eschatological war.’736 
 
3.5.2.2 1QM 1:3-end 
The war described in 1QM 1:1-7 will take place ‘when the exiles of the Sons of Light 
return from the wilderness of the peoples to camp in the wilderness of Jerusalem’ (1QM 
1:3, DSSEL). Again there is some ambiguity: what is meant by the ‘wilderness of the 
peoples,’ and what is meant by the expression ‘to camp in the wilderness of Jerusalem’? 
The phrase ‘wilderness of the peoples’ occurs only once more in the DSS, in 4Q161 
(4QpIsa) 2-6:18, and even there the word ‘peoples’ is only partly preserved. Schultz 
(2009:159, n. 245) points out that due to the poor preservation of this text it is impossible 
to gain any insights into the meaning of the phrase from this document.737 Davies 
(1977:115) suggests that the phrase ‘is taken from Ezekiel xx, 35 where it denotes 
Babylon.’ This, incidentally, is the only occurrence of the phrase in the OT. Davies 
continues to note that if in 1QM 1:3 the phrase also refers to Babylon, it would indicate 
that ‘the Final War would commence when other members of the sect returned from 
Babylon to join their fellows,’ and that in this case the phrase ‘wilderness of Jerusalem’ 
would refer either in an approximate geographical sense to Qumran or perhaps 
metaphorically ‘to the religious wilderness of the Jerusalem Temple, as it was seen by the 
sect’ (Davies 1977:115). Van der Ploeg (1955:394) suggests that the term refers to the 
faithful in analogy to 1QS 8:13, the relevant part of which reads: ‘they shall … go to the 
wilderness, there to prepare the way of truth/the Lord’ (DSSEL). Gmirkin (1998:192) 
proposes the Hasidim in general as the referent for the phrase ‘exiles of the wilderness of 
the nations.’ He believes that the ‘return’ from this ‘wilderness of the nations’ ‘may refer 
to the … rescue of Jews from Transjordan in late spring 163,’ and that the ‘wilderness of 
Jerusalem’ is probably located in the part of Judah that lies east of the city (Gmirkin 
1998:192). 
Yadin (1962:257) notes that the phrase ‘wilderness of Jerusalem’ occurs neither in 
the OT nor in the Rabbinic literature, but suggests a possible connection to Isaiah 52:9, 
which refers to the ‘waste places of Jerusalem’ (ם ָ֑ ִלָשׁוְּרי תוֹ֖בְרָח). Generally, one may note 
                                                 
736 ‘Hier sind die Kittim die Feinde des Gottesvolkes schlechthin, vor allem im eschatologischen Krieg.’ 
737 The relevant section of 4Q161 is a Pesher on Isaiah 10:22-11:4 which describes Assyria’s attack on Israel, but tells 
the people they must not be afraid, since God will strike the Assyrians and deliver Jerusalem (10:22-34). Isaiah 
11:1-4 contains the prophecy about the ‘shoot of Jesse’ on whom God’s spirit will rest and who will be everything 
Jerusalem’s leaders in Isaiah’s day were not. Schultz (2009:160) suggests that 4Q161 is dependent on 1QM and 
borrowed the phrase ‘wilderness of the peoples’ from this text. The Pesher is a messianic interpretation of the Isaiah 
passage, and like the War Scroll ‘deals with the eschatological war against the Kittim’ (Schultz 2009:160). 
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that רבדמ in the HB is an ambivalent term that may refer to a place of aridness and lack of 
resources which can be associated with rebellion and defection, punishment and death on 
the one hand, but which may also be a place of healing and purification where God meets 
with his people in a special way and reveals himself to them (Ryken, Wilhoit & Longman 
1998:948-951, esp. p. 951; Najman 2006, esp. p. 100). If the term ‘wilderness of the 
peoples’ is associated with exile (or the diaspora, cf. Burrows 1956:201), so is perhaps also 
the phrase ‘wilderness of Jerusalem,’ especially since both are used in one breath. Schultz 
(2009:164) suggests that though 1QM 1:3 indicates ‘some kind of return … there is also an 
emphasis on their being in the wilderness,’ i.e. in exile, ‘even if the “wilderness” in 
question changes.’ In other words, ‘the condition of being in exile’ has nothing to do with 
location: it can happen both inside and outside the promised land (Schultz 2009:164). 
Schultz (2009:164) significantly goes on to note that therefore ‘“exile” in M is not a denial 
of the return to the land, but rather a description of some spiritual reality.’ This ties in with 
Daniel 9 where the exile that Jeremiah predicted as 70 years, is reinterpreted to indicate 70 
Sabbath years, i.e. 490 years. Najman (2006:104) suggests that ‘wilderness’ may refer to 
the state of being absent from the temple. If 1QM comes from the Maccabean period when 
the temple was desecrated, or even later in the history of the sect, when the members 
considered the worship in Jerusalem to be false and from which they deliberately separated 
themselves, this notion is entirely understandable. Despite the return from foreign exile, 
the sect still feels (spiritually) exiled in their own homeland. It is this connotation that 
seems to be foremost in the mind of the writer of 1QM 1:3.738 He ends this section by 
noting that ‘after the war/battle, they shall go up from there [   ]’ (1QM 1:3). 
Unfortunately, there is a lacuna at the beginning of line 4 which may or may not have 
indicated a precise place, but the verb הלע possibly indicates the direction of Jerusalem.   
The remainder of 1QM 1:4-7 contains a description of the overthrow of the Kittim. 
Flusser (2007:147) restores the lacunae at the beginning of lines 4 and 5 by considering 
1QM’s dependence on Daniel 11,739 and proposes the following reading for lines 4-5a: 
‘[Then came the king] of the Kittim … [into] Egypt. And in this time, he will go out with 
great rage to war against the kings of the North, and in his anger wants to exterminate and 
cut off the horn of [Israel].’ However, Yadin (1962:258) suggests the restoration [Belial] 
                                                 
738 In the New Testament the theme is taken up in the concept of Christians being pilgrims in a foreign land, whose 
home is not an earthly place but the heavenly kingdom (e.g. Hbr 11:13 where the NASB actually uses the word 
‘exiles’; 1 Pt 2:11). 
739 Cf. Mertens (1971:79-80), who also points out this similarity to Daniel 11:44. In Daniel 11:44, we are told that the 
King of the North will be disturbed by rumours from the east and north, and consequently will ‘go forth with great 
wrath to annihilate many’ (NASB; םֽיִבַּר םי ִ֖רֲחַהְלֽוּ די ִ֥מְשַׁהְל ה ָֹ֔לְדג א ָ֣מֵחְבּ ֙אָָציְו). In 1QM 1:4 too someone (Mertens 1971:79-
80 thinks it is God) goes out ‘in great wrath to war against the kings of the North and in his anger to annihilate and 
to cut off the horn of…’ (ןרק תא תירכהלו דימשהל ופאו ןופצה יכלמב םחלהל הלודג המחב אצי). Mertens (1971:80), however, 
unlike Flusser, suggests that the ‘horn’ that is cut off is the ‘horn of Belial,’ which he suggests is reminiscent of 
Daniel 7:20-25 and 8:9-12. 
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instead of [Israel], whereas Davies (1977:116) restores lines 4-5 to suggest that God 
destroys the horn. Certainty is of course impossible, but it appears that more recent 
commentators prefer Flusser’s interpretation (cf. Vanonen 2011:231-236; Schultz 2009:91-
95), though it is not without its problems. It is beyond the scope of the present study to go 
deeper into the pros and cons of this argument. The rest of line 5 notes that this will be ‘a 
time of salvation for the People of God, and a time of dominion for all the men of his 
forces, and eternal annihilation for all the forces of Belial’ (DSSEL). 1QM 1:5 ends with 
the words, ‘there will be panic’ (generally modified to ‘great panic’ if the beginning of line 
6 is restored as ‘great’), probably ‘among’ the sons of Japhet (Heshel 2008:170). The text 
then states that ‘Asshur will fall and there will be no help for him, and the dominion of the 
Kittim shall cease, so that wickedness shall be subdued, without a remnant, and there shall 
be no escape for the S[ons] of Darkness’ (1QM 1:6-7, my translation). This reference to 
‘no escape’ is again reminiscent of the book of Daniel, this time 11:42 where it is stated 
that ‘the land of Egypt will not escape’ the onslaught of the King of the North.  
Mertens (1971:80) believes that the similarities between Daniel 11 and 1QM 1 are 
merely superficial; the point of contact is not in the historical allusions but in the fact that 
neither Egypt nor the sons of Darkness will escape:  
Es geht also nicht an, einen inhaltlichen Zusammenhang zwischen beiden Stellen zu suchen, 
als habe der Verfasser von 1QM 1 den Heiligen Krieg in der Art der Dan 11,40-45 
aufgezeichneten Auseinandersetzungen beschrieben. Der Zusammenhang ist viel äußerlicher: 
in beiden Stellen findet sich teilweise die gleiche Terminologie, sie wird jedoch von den 
beiden Verfassern in verschiedener Weise verwendet (Mertens 1971:80). 
A little later, Mertens (1971:81-82) remarks that apart from certain linguistic and 
lexical correspondences, 1QM 1 and Daniel 11:40-12:3 also exhibit a number of 
similarities in content. Both texts are set during a war at the end of times, in both the forces 
of good experience great tribulation, and in both texts the final outcome is a total defeat of 
evil forces and the victory of the righteous. Obviously these ideas are not unique to Daniel 
and 1QM, since they are found in other apocalyptic and sectarian literature, but these 
similarities show that the two texts at least draw on common concepts.  
The second section of 1QM 1 describes this final war further and in more detail. It 
starts by looking at the role of the Sons of Light, with 1QM 1:8 being reminiscent of 
Daniel 12:3, though possibly not looking to the eschatological future as Daniel does, and 
certainly not implying resurrection. The Sons of Light, now termed Sons of Righteousness, 
will ‘shine to all the ends of the world, continuing to shine until the appointed times of 
darkness are completed’ (1QM 1:8; my translation, but cf. DSSEL). Moreover, ‘at the 
appointed time of God, the greatness of his excellence will shine to all the ends/for all the 
times of [   ] for peace and blessing, glory and joy, and length of days for all the Sons of 
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Light’ (1QM 1:8-9a; my translation, but cf. DSSEL). This ‘appointed time of God,’ while 
a day of glory for the Sons of Light (at least to some extent, since later, in 1QM 1:12, we 
are told that it will also be a time of great distress for ‘all the people who are redeemed by 
God,’ cf. Dn 12:1), will be a day (or perhaps better a time740) of destruction for all those 
not belonging to their ranks. Lines 9bff describe this destruction in detail as a ‘great 
carnage’ (קזח רישחנ, 1QM 1:9) which is fought in seven battles in which the Sons of Light 
and the Sons of Darkness seem to be equally matched since each will win three times. In 
the last battle, however, God will intervene personally and thus the victory of the Sons of 
Light is assured. All this draws upon concepts and traditions from Daniel, the ‘Day of the 
Lord,’ and the ‘holy war’ (cf. Hultgren 2007:354), which make up ‘the fundamental 
conception of the eschatological war’ (Hultgren 2007:354) and are then elaborated in the 
rest of the scroll.  
3.5.2.3 1QM 10 
In 1QM 2-9 the word תירב, which is the focus of this study, does not occur. In column 2, 
after describing the duties and divisions of the priests and high priest, the writer explains 
how the remaining thirty three years of the forty year war are to be fought. It will be ‘a war 
of divisions’ (1QM 2:10), to be fought only in non-sabbatical years (i.e. for twenty-nine 
years). It will be a war against the whole world, and each year or few years a different 
enemy is to be conquered (the list of nations given is reminiscent of Gn 10741). Column 3 
begins with a description of the trumpets to be used during these war years (1QM 3:1-11). 
The section from 1QM 3:12 to the end of 1QM 4 explains the design and use of banners. 
1QM 5:3-14 describes the army (infantry) and its weapons. From 1QM 5:16-6:6 the course 
of the battle/war is explained. 1QM 6:8ff describes the cavalry’s equipment and weaponry 
as well as their role in battle. In column 7 we find rules for the army, such as the age of 
combatants and their qualifications, and 7:9ff is devoted to war tactics, including the role 
of the priests, which is of the utmost importance for the writer. This description continues 
through columns 8 and 9.  
                                                 
740 There is some discussion about the issue of time reference in 1QM. Apparently, 1QM 1:1-7 envisages a war that is 
happening during one day, while the rest of the scroll looks at a war lasting 40 years. 1QM 1:1-7 seems to describe 
one battle, whereas later in the same column there are seven battles. I am not so sure that one needs to distinguish 
the two parts so strictly. The ‘day of judgment’ is a concept known from the Bible, and it is my belief that it does 
not refer to a literal 24 hour day, but describes a time of judgment of indefinite length. Similarly, the word translated 
‘battle’ is the same as that for ‘war.’ A war generally has a number of different battles, and perhaps the first seven 
lines give a general summary of this war, while the remainder gives the details of different battles. Schultz 
(2009:237) suggests that 1QM describes the eschatological war in two stages, with column 1 looking at its 
beginning, and column 2 at its end. A similar two-stage war is anticipated in Micah 5:4-7 and 4QFlorilegium 
(Schultz 2009:237).  
741 García Martínez (2010b:311, n. 32) observes that ‘the author/redactor of 1QM seems to depend more directly on the 
interpretations of this table’ in Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon, ‘since 1QM follows their order and not the one 
of Genesis’ (cf. Jub 7-9; 1QapGn ar 16-17). For a more detailed interpretation of the tables of the nations in Jubilees 
and the Genesis Apocryphon and comparison with Genesis 10 see for example Eshel (2007:109-132) and Machiela 
(2009, esp. pp. 85-135). 
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Columns 10-14 contain a number of prayers to be used during the war. The 
beginning of 1QM 10 is in the middle of such a prayer whose beginning has been lost with 
the end of column 9. 1QM 10 starts by mentioning the necessity of purity in the camp (‘to 
keep ourselves from any shameful nakedness,’ 1QM 10:1, DSSEL) and asserts the 
presence of God who will despoil Israel’s enemies through his people. It is not clear who 
actually says the prayer. Schultz (2009:259) surmises it is a priest, which makes sense in 
the context.742 Much of 1QM 10 is reminiscent of different parts of the MT, especially 
Deuteronomy and Numbers. 1QM 10:1-2a is probably a quotation or allusion to 
Deuteronomy 7:21-22 (Wenthe 1998:307; Fitzmyer 1961:327), whereas 1QM 10:2b-5a 
quotes Deuteronomy 20:2-4 almost verbatim (cf. Fitzmyer 1961:327-328).743 
Deuteronomy 20, and by implication the present context too, commands priests before a 
battle or war to encourage combatants facing a superior enemy not to be afraid or 
fainthearted because God will not only go with them into battle, but he himself will fight 
for them and thus grant them deliverance. Wenthe (1998:307) suggests that 1QM ‘regards 
the admonitions of Moses … as appropriate for the community which finds itself on the 
threshold of the eschaton’ (cf. also Fitzmyer 1961:327). In Deuteronomy, the following 
verses contain a proclamation to those among the Israelites who for various reasons may 
be allowed to stay at home. Deuteronomy 20:8 then addresses those who are fearful and 
afraid and calls them to return home as well, so that other combatants will not also loose 
heart. 1QM 10:5b-6 hints at this theme when it calls on the leaders of the people to 
encourage and strengthen744 those among the warriors who are willing and prepared, but to 
turn back745 others ‘who have lost heart’ (1QM 10:6; בבל יסמ; cf. Dt 20:8, though the 
expression there is ב ָ֔בֵלַּה ךְ ַ֣רְו ֙אֵָריַּה שׁי ִ֤אָה; the verse ends, however, with the words  ס ִַ֛מּי א֥לְֹו
וֹֽבָבְלִכּ וי ָ֖חֶא ב ַ֥בְל־תֶא).746 Once again the writer encourages these officers to use scripture (what 
                                                 
742 Dupont-Sommer (1962:184, n. 1) concurs, in fact suggesting this is the High Priest speaking. However, not all 
scholars believe that 1QM 10:1-8 is a prayer. Davies (1977:92-93) partly agrees with von der Osten-Sacken 
(1969:60f) that this section is actually a Florilegium, i.e. ‘a collection of proof-texts,’ (Davies 1977:92-93), but he 
labels it ‘“mishnah,” since the texts are accompanied by commentary and are used to build up a lawcode for war’ 
(Davies 1977:92-93). He notes that a second-person address is not usual for a florilegium or a mishnah, whereas a 
phrase like ‘our officers shall speak to all those prepared for battle’ is unusual in prayer. Davies (1977:92-93) 
concludes, therefore, that in the present section we have ‘the unusual combination of a mishnah and a prayer.’  
743 See Carmignac (1956:237), who notes that the quotation is free with some adaptations and changes in wording, 
even if spelling variations are not counted.  
744 Bardtke (1955:410) translates ‘daß sie an den Krafthelden festhalten sollen,’ i.e. ‘that they might hold fast to the 
strong heroes,’ but that seems to be an over-interpretation of קיזחל. 
745 Schultz (2009:262) and Funke (2012:209) however interpret the text here differently. They suggest that far from 
sending those who have ‘lost heart’ home, the ‘officers’ are to encourage them to take heart and join the fight. This 
is possible, but I think less likely. The discussion is not essential for the purpose of this work. For a detailed 
argument of the pros and cons of both positions see Schultz (2009:262-270). 
746 4Q491 (4QMa) fr 11 ii:15 also mentions the removing of the faint of heart. The poem then continues to state that 
‘the God of Isr[ael] shall subdue him’ (presumably the enemy, i.e. Belial and his army; 4Q491 fr 11 ii:16; the text is 
incomplete) and that [the kingdom] and salvation will be ‘for the people of God’ (4Q491 fr 11 ii:17). Something 
will happen to Belial (it is unclear what since the text is fragmented), but the writer then continues to assert that 
‘God’s covenant is peace [for I]srael in all the times [of eternity]’ (4Q491 fr 11 ii:18;  לוכב לא̇רש[יל] םולש לא תירבו




Moses said), more precisely Numbers 10:9 (which is quoted almost verbatim), to 
encourage the people, this time when they encounter war in their own territory. Then they 
must ‘sound [the] alarm with trumpets’ so as to be remembered before God (1QM 10:6b-
8a; cf. Nu 10:10).  
The following section (1QM 10:8b-16) is a prayer directed to God. Davies 
(1977:95) calls it a creation hymn, which has in his opinion ‘nothing to do with war’ 
(Davies 1977:96). The hymn praises God by noting that nothing can compare to him, 
either in heaven or on earth, because no one else can do such ‘great works’ and exhibit 
such ‘great strength’ (1QM 10:8-9:  ׄשב לארשי לא הכומכ אמ ׄם[ימ]  הכישעמכ השעי רשא ץראבו
הקזחה הכתרובגכו םילודגה).747 Neither can anyone compare with God’s own people Israel, 
‘whom you have chosen for yourself from all the peoples of the lands, (the) people of (the) 
holy ones of (the) covenant, taught/learned in the statute(s), the wise/insightful of 
understand[ing   ]’ (my translation, 1QM 10:9-10;  ימע לוכמ הכל התרחב רשא לארשי הכמעכ אימ
[   ה] ֯ניב יליכשמ קוח ידמולמו תירב ישודק םע תוצראה).748 Yadin (1962:304, 306) translates: ‘who 
is like unto Thy people Israel, which Thou hast chosen for Thyself from all the nations of 
the lands, a people of men holy through the covenant, taught the statutes, enlightened in 
un[derstanding …].’  
The exact phrase ‘people of the holy ones/saints749 of the covenant’ in 1QM 10:9-
10 does not occur in the MT. Perhaps it is used here deliberately to indicate that humans 
are meant, not angels, since angels also may be simply referred to as םישודק. Van der Ploeg 
(1955:410) points out that the expression combines words found in Daniel 9:24 and 11:30, 
but he does not detail which ones.750 However, in Daniel 9:24 the word תירב is not found, 
and in fact the verse is in my opinion not at all reminiscent of 1QM 10:9-10.751 In Daniel 
11:30 (and also Dn 11:28) reference is made to the שׁדוק תירב, which uses two words also 
used in 1QM 10:9-10, but in quite a different manner. It is a ‘holy covenant’ rather than a 
‘holy people’ that is mentioned there. Thus the similarity to Daniel is at best verbal, not 
                                                 
747 Yadin (1962:305) notes that this ‘sentence is influenced by Dt. iii, 24 (Ps. cxiii, 5-6), with additions from Ps xcii, 6 
(lxxi, 19).’ 
748 Bardtke (1955:411, n. 114) proposes to reconstruct the lacuna after ‘understanding’ ‘and those who make many 
righteous,’ in analogy to Daniel 12:3, םיברה יקידצמ. 
749 Mertens (1971:104) translates the phrase ‘Volk der Heiligen des Bundes,’ i.e. ‘people of the saints of the covenant.’ 
He rightly notes that the DSS occasionally use the term ‘holy ones’ or ‘saints’ for their own adherents, though 
elsewhere it refers to angels.  
750 He, however, restores the lacuna [... לאה תאר]יב, not [   ה]֯ניב, as in DSSEL. 
751 Seventy weeks have been decreed for your people and your holy city, to finish the transgression, to make an end of 
sin, to make atonement for iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal up vision and prophecy and to 
anoint the most holy place (NASB; Hebrew: ךָ ֶ֗שְׁדָק רי ִ֣ע־לַעְו ֣ךְָמַּע־ֽלַע ךְ ַ֥תְֶּחנ םי ִ֜עְבִשׁ םי ִ֨עֻבָשׁ  ן֔וָֹע ר ֵ֣פַּכְלוּ ֮תו֯אָטַּח ם ֵ֤ת ָ֯חְל עַשׁ ֶ֜פַּה א ֵ֨לַּכְל
םי ִֽשָׁד ָֽק שֶׁד ֹ֥ ק ַח ֹ֖ שְׁמִלְו אי ִָ֔בנְו ןוֹ֣זָח ֹ֙םתְּחַלְו םי ִ֑מָל ֹֽ ע קֶד ֶ֣צ אי ִ֖בָהְלוּ). It is possible that there is a typographical error and he meant 
Daniel 8:24 where the words  ְק־םַעםי ִֹֽשׁד  appear.  
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conceptual. It is much more likely that the writer has in mind Deuteronomy 14:2,752 a verse 
suggested by Yadin (1962:306, n. 10) and which uses the expression שׁוֹדָק םַע, ‘holy 
people,’ or Exodus 19:5-6.753 However, in Exodus the Hebrew word in the expression 
‘holy nation’ is יוֹ֣ג, not םע (perhaps for stylistic reasons?) but the general tenor of Exodus 
19:5-6 (and of Dt 14:2 for that matter) seems to be more in line with 1QM 10:9-10 than 
any reference in Daniel. The expression שׁוֹדָק םַע, ‘holy people,’ is used in Deuteronomy 
7:6; 14:2, 21; 28:9; Isaiah 62:12; 63:18; and Daniel 8:24; 12:7. Of these, Deuteronomy 7:6; 
14:2 and 28:9 are most closely related to 1QM 10:9-10. In each case it is also made clear 
that Israel is only God’s special, chosen people if they keep his commandments. That is 
also a point made in 1QM 10:9-11 (see also below on 1QM 12:1-5).  
The context in 1QM 10 indicates that the תירב ישודק םע are those who have not only 
been chosen by God, but have also by implication chosen themselves to adhere to God’s 
covenant and set themselves apart from others who are not doing so. In addition, they have 
been taught God’s statutes and laws and gained wisdom/insight and understanding. Not 
only that; they are also the ones ‘who hear the glorious voice,754 and see the angels of 
holiness, whose ears are uncovered, and who hear deep things’ (1QM 10:10-11; my 
translation, but cf. DSSEL). It is not clear whether those ‘whose ears are uncovered and 
who hear deep things’ refers back to the ‘people of the holy ones of the covenant’ or to the 
angelic figures mentioned in the immediately preceding section, but it seems more likely 
that it completes the description of God’s people.  
The term ‘saints’ is of course used frequently for NT believers (e.g. Ac 9:13; Ro 
1:7; Phil 1:1; Col 1:26). Furthermore, Colossians 1:26-27 speaks about the ‘mystery which 
has been hidden from the past ages and generations, but has now been manifested to His 
saints, to whom God willed to make known what is the riches of the glory of this mystery 
among the Gentiles, which is Christ in you, the hope of glory’ (NASB). New Testament 
believers are thus recipients of God’s secrets (cf. Mk 4:11) and should be able to 
                                                 
752 ‘For you are a holy people to the Lord your God, and the Lord has chosen you to be a people for His own 
possession out of all the peoples who are on the face of the earth’ (NASB; Hebrew:  ךָי ֶ֑הלֱֹא ה ָ֖והיַל ה ָ֔תַּא ֙שׁוֹדָק ם ַ֤ע י ִ֣כּ ֞ךְָבוּ
ֽהָמָדֲאָה יֵ֥נְפּ־לַע ר ֶ֖שֲׁא םי ִ֔מַּֽעָה ֹ֙לכִּמ ה ָֻ֔לּגְס ם ַ֣עְל ֙וֹל תוֹ֥יְֽהִל ה ָ֗וְהי ר ַ֣חָבּ). 
753 ‘“Now then, if you will indeed obey My voice and keep My covenant, then you shall be My own possession among 
all the peoples, for all the earth is Mine; and you shall be to Me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.’ (NASB, 
italics added; Hebrew:  ִכּ םי ִ֔מַּע ָ֣ה־לָכִּמ ֙הָֻלּגְס י ִ֤ל םֶתי ִ֨יְהִו י ִ֑תיִרְבּ־תֶא ם ֶ֖תְּרַמְשׁוּ י ִֹ֔לקְבּ ֙וּעְמְשִׁתּ ַעוֹ֤מָשׁ־םִא ה ָ֗תַּעְו ֶ֧תַּאְו ץֶֽרָאָה־לָכּ י ִ֖ל־י יִ֛ל־וּיְהִתּ ם
שׁוֹ֑דָק יוֹ֣גְו םי ִ֖נֲֹהכּ תֶכֶ֥לְמַמ). 
754 Delcor (1955:389) translates ‘the voice of the Venerable,’ ‘la voix du Vénérable.’ Similarly also Dupont-Sommer 
(1962:184): ‘the voice of the venerated (Being).’ Dupont-Sommer (1962:184, n. 5) adds that the expression 
‘venerated Being’ is ‘obviously … applicable to God,’ but thinks that in the present context it may well refer to the 
Teacher of Righteousness. He refers the reader to CD 20:28, 32 where it is stated that the members of the 
community were ‘always obeying the Teacher’ (l. 28, DSSEL) and ‘listened attentively to the Teacher of 
Righteousness’ (l. 32, DSSEL). Due to the parallelism between these texts and 1QM 10, he suggests that in the 
present context too the Teacher of Righteousness is in view, but I think the reference is more likely to God. 
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understand ‘deep things’ of the faith, though this exact phrase is not used in the NT.755 The 
DSS community/ies too believed that they were privy to God’s secret council. Wenthe 
(1998:309-310) rightly notes that this section of 1QM 10 shows that the community 
considers itself ‘as having direct access to the mysteries of Scripture and the divine 
economy.’ He quotes Rowland (1982:116; cf. Wenthe 1998:310) who summarizes this 
well:  
Two facts emerge in this passage. Firstly, the community believes that it has been privileged 
to hear the voice of God himself. This need mean no more than that the community had 
ascertained the true meaning of Scripture through the inspired interpretation of it. But the 
second feature of this passage would seem to indicate that we have to do there with more than 
merely an indirect apprehension of the divine will: the reference to the community as those 
who have seen angels. The juxtaposition of hearing God’s voice and seeing angels looks 
remarkably like the kind of visions of the heavenly world familiar to us from the apocalypses. 
In other words, this particular column would appear to contain a section of apocalyptic, 
even if the whole work can hardly be so described.  
The rest of the column continues with its praise of God’s creation. The question 
that arises is why such a praise of God’s creation should be included in a section on 
prayers to be said at the beginning, during, or at the end of a war. Perhaps the answer is in 
the fact that the soldiers’ minds should be turned away from the imminent danger and onto 
the person who, according to the beginning of the column, would be among them to fight 
for them. If God was powerful enough to bring the whole of creation into being, he would 
surely be strong enough to help his army in times of war.  
 
3.5.2.4 1QM 12:1-5 
It is not clear where the prayer or hymn starts that continues in 1QM 12:1 (which begins 
with איכ, thus continuing a thought from at least the previous line). It is different from the 
content of the extant part of column 11, so presumably it started somewhere towards the 
end of that column that has been lost. Line 6 of column 12 is blank, thus marking a major 
break. Schultz (2009:75) considers 1QM 12:1-5 the last part of a section of prayers to be 
said before the army is deployed, and labels the last part of the prayer ‘You will deliver’ 
(ריגסת; he thinks this starts in 11:13). The next line, 1QM 12:7, begins a new section of 
prayers to be said during the war or after the deployment of the army.  
                                                 
755 The word קמע, which is used in 1QM 10:10 appears only once in the same figurative sense in the OT, in Psalm 92 
(verse 5, but verse 6 is also important) where the Psalmist speaks about the deep thoughts of God which cannot be 
understood by senseless people. In the NT, Paul complains that the Corinthians are unable to understand the deeper 
things of the faith because of their carnality (1 Cor 3; cf. also Hbr 5:11-14). 
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The writer addresses God in prayer. He says that there are ‘a multitude of [the]se 
holy ones in the heavens and hosts of angels in the lofty abode of your holiness, to [praise] 
your [truth]’ (1QM 12:1, my translation, but cf. DSSEL). Davies (1977:100) observes that 
the word ‘holy ones’ may refer either to humans or to angels, but in view of the parallelism 
of the verse rightly prefers the second option. The writer continues to say how God 
established ‘the chosen ones of the holy people’ (שדוק םע יריחבו) for himself, and 
something or someone else (not extant) in ‘the lofty abode of your glory’ (1QM 12:2). 
Davies (1977:101) observes that the term ריחב, ‘elect’ or ‘chosen ones,’ has a special 
meaning in the DSS, being ‘almost a synonym of ןויבא in that it denotes those who are to 
be saved at the end.’ They are ‘to some extent the “élite” who are to be their nation’s 
spiritual leaders, perhaps understood in terms of the “remnant” of O.T. prophecy’ (Davies 
1977:101). In other words, they are a select group, specially chosen by God. Davies finds 
the expression שדוק םע יריחב unnecessarily cumbersome and thinks that the word יריחב may 
be a later addition to narrow ‘down the righteous party from the whole nation to a select 
part of it’ (1977:101). However, the term may be reminiscent of such scriptures as 
Deuteronomy 7:6 and 14:2 where Moses says to Israel: ‘For you are a holy people to the 
LORD your God; the LORD your God has chosen you to be a people for His own 
possession.’ In these scriptures the term ‘holy people’ (שדוק םע) occurs, as well as the verb 
רחב. Admittedly, the noun ריחב does not appear there (in fact, it only occurs seven times in 
the MT, six of which are in Isaiah), but the idea of a chosen people is nevertheless present. 
Davies’ idea that it may be understood in terms of the “remnant” is, I think, sound, 
considering the context.  
The next line expresses what God has done for these ‘chosen ones’ of his: ‘And 
(the) mercies of [your] blessing[s   ]756 and your covenant of peace you have engraved for 
them with the stylus of life757 in order to reign [   ]758 for all appointed times of eternity’ 
(1QM 12:3; my translation, but cf. DSSEL). The phrase ‘covenant of peace’ which is used 
here occurs several times in the OT. In Numbers 25:12 God promises to zealous Phinehas 
that he will give him his covenant of peace (םוֹֽלָשׁ י ִ֖תיִרְבּ־תֶא וֹ֛ל ן ֵֹ֥תנ י ְִ֨ננִה),759 and that it would 
be a ‘covenant of perpetual priesthood’ (ם ָ֑לוֹע תַ֣נֻּהְכּ תי ִ֖רְבּ וי ָ֔רֲחאַ וֹ֣עְַרזְלוּ ֙וֹלּ הְָתי ָ֤הְו; Nu 25:13). In 
Isaiah 54:10 God promises the exiles who are soon to return that his ‘lovingkindness will 
not be removed’ from them and his ‘covenant of peace’ will not be shaken ( א֣לֹ ֙יִמוֹלְשׁ תי ִ֤רְבוּ
                                                 
756 Yadin (1962:314-315) restores the lacuna and reads ‘mercy of blessing [for Thy thousands],’ i.e.   ֿהכרב ידסחו
[הכיפלאל], after Exodus 20:6 (see p. 314-125, n. 3). 
757 ךולמל םייח טרחב ומל התרח הכמולש תירבו. 
758 Yadin (1962:314-315) restores ‘[over them],’ i.e. [ ׄם ׄה ׄי ׄל] ׄע.  
759 Carmignac (1956:254) points out that MT, Aquila, Theodotion and the Targum have ‘my covenant of peace’, 
whereas the LXX and Peshitta simply have ‘covenant of peace’ (i.e. no 1cs suffix on תירב). He also points out that 
Ben Sira 45:24 has a ‘covenant of peace’, but that it is unclear whether 1QM refers to the Numbers reference 
(according to LXX and Peshitta), or that in Ben Sira (Carmignac 1956:254-255). 
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טוּ֔מָת). In Ezekiel 34, in the context of promising Israel a leader after his own heart, i.e. a 
new David, God promises the exiled people that in that future day he will be their God, 
they will be his people, and that he will ‘make a covenant of peace with them’ with the 
result that they will be able to live securely in their land again (Ezk 34:23-25; the quotation 
is in v. 25: םוֹ֔לָשׁ תי ִ֣רְבּ ֙םֶהָל י ִ֤תַּרָכְו). A couple of chapters later, in the wider context of the 
prophecy of the valley of the dry bones, God again promises Israel a new leader, a new 
Davidic king; Israel will keep God’s commandments, and he, God, will ‘make a covenant 
of peace with them; it will be an everlasting covenant’ (Ezk 37:26:  תי ִ֥רְבּ םוֹ֔לָשׁ תי ִ֣רְבּ ֙םֶהָל י ִ֤תַּרָכְו
֣הֶיְִהי ם ָ֖לוֹע). None of these references is close to 1QM 12:3, though the idea of reigning 
eternally may indicate a possible connection with the Ezekiel verses. However, if there is 
any reminiscence, it is very vague indeed.  
The words תירב and םולש appear together in a similar construction, though not in a 
construct relationship as in 1QM 12:3, also in 1QM 17:7; 4Q491 (4QMa) fr. 11 ii:18; and 
in 4Q434 (4QBarkhi Nafshia) 7b:2. The expression in 1QM 17:7 will be discussed below. 
At 4QMa fr. 11 ii:18 we find the expression [םימלוע ]֯ידעומ לוכב לאר̇ש[יל] םולש לא תירבו; ‘and 
the covenant of God [is] peace [for I]srael in all the times [of eternity]’ (my translation, but 
cf. DSSEL). Here the covenant that is (or results in) peace is made for all Israel, not just 
the select group of the ‘chosen ones’ as in 1QM 12:3. 4Q434 7b is a small fragment with 
only two partly preserved lines (4Q434 7b:2-3). The two lines read (DSSEL): ‘]from there 
their portion from the de[sert to a g]ate of hope. And he made with them a covenant of 
peace with the birds [of the heav]ens and the beasts of the field. And he made their 
enemies like dung, like dust did he pulverize them. Edom and Moab’ (italics added). The 
expression ‘a covenant of peace’ is literally ‘a covenant for peace’ (םולשל תירב), and is 
made with animals, which is reminiscent of Hosea 2:20 where God also promises Israel a 
covenant (though not ‘of peace’) ‘with the beasts of the field, the birds of the sky and the 
creeping things of the ground’ and that he will ‘abolish the bow, the sword and war from 
the land, and will make them lie down in safety’ (NASB). Egger-Wenzel (2010:49ff) 
however sees other biblical texts reflected: Genesis 1:25, 30; 9:2, 9-10, 16; and Isaiah 
54:9; in other words, the covenant with Noah. This may well be so, but in my opinion the 
reference to Hosea is more likely, especially in view of the verbal resemblances: ‘gate of 
hope’ (Hs 2:17; ה ָ֑וְקִתּ חַת ֶ֣פ; cf. 4Q434 fr. 7b:2, הוקת ח̇תפ[ל) and ‘with the beasts of the field 
and the birds of the heavens’ (ִםי ַ֔מָשַּׁה ףוֹ֣ע־םִעְו ֙הֶדָשַּׂה ֤תַיַּח־םִע; Hs 2:20; my translation), which 
appears, though reversed (and using ץרא instead of הדש), also in 4Q434 fr. 7b:2-3:  תורכיו
ץראה תיחו ם֯מ[שה] ףוע םע םולשל תירב ם֯הל. The theme of the removal of their enemies is 
evident in the last phrase of Hosea 2:20. Egger-Wenzel’s final conclusion after studying all 
these texts, including the occurrences in Ben Sira 45:15, Isaiah 54:10, Ezekiel 34:25; 
37:26; and Malachi 2:5, is however sound. She notes that they ‘share the idea of an 
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unbreakable covenant of promise’ which is granted ‘[a]fter a situation of judgment … for 
all time either to a priest or to the postexilic reunited Israel (understood as the cultic 
community)’ (Egger-Wenzel 2010:63). The purpose of the ‘covenant of peace’ is to give 
unconditional joy and blessing forever and ‘to make possible an invulnerable life in justice 
under God’s loving devotion as well as the recognition of YHWH beyond Israel’ (Egger-
Wenzel 2010:65).  
Returning to 1QM 12:3, it is also necessary to comment on the author’s assertion 
that the ‘covenant of peace’ is ‘engraved … with the stylus of life.’ This expression is 
unique; it occurs nowhere else in the DSS or the MT. Yadin (1962:315) however notes that 
the image of engraving with a stylus is ‘frequent’ in Jubilees and Enoch.760 The word 
‘stylus’ only occurs twice in the MT (Ex 32:4; Is 8:1), and the verb 761תרח only once, but 
this occurrence may be significant. It appears in Exodus 32:16 where we are told that the 
tablets of the law that Moses was given on Mt Sinai ‘were God’s work, and the writing 
was God’s writing engraved (תוּרָח) on the tablets.’ In the DSS the verb appears twenty-two 
times, several of these referring to ‘engraved statutes.’ A ‘stylus’ (טרח) is an engraving 
tool, i.e. it is used for hard surfaces, stone or wood (Ex 32:4; Aaron took the people’s gold 
and ‘fashioned it with a graving tool’ into the golden calf). The idea is evidently that God’s 
laws and his covenant are irreversible; they are set in stone and thus cannot be removed. 
The whole line is apparently an encouragement to those about to enter into war and thus 
facing the danger of death. No matter what happens, they can be secure in the knowledge 
that God himself directs the battle they are entering (1QM 12:4-5) and is in fact with them 
(1QM 12:7ff).  
1QM 12:4-5 goes on to describe the nature of the service of God’s holy ones: they 
are ‘commissioned’ (DSSEL) or ‘mustered’ (Yadin 1962:314; the Hebrew word is דקפ) ‘by 
their thousands and ten thousands together with’ God’s ‘holy ones,’ which are, apparently, 
‘his angels’ (1QM 12:4, my translation, but cf. DSSEL).762 The section ends with the 
words ‘and directing them in battle [   ] the earthly adversaries by trial with your 
judgments. With the elect of heaven [they] shall prev[ail]’ (1QM 12:4-5, DSSEL).763 
Dupont-Sommer (1962:187) sees in line 5 a reference to the resurrection of the dead from 
                                                 
760 In both books the idea of the heavenly tablets appears, in Jubilees with the added connotation that they are 
‘engraved.’ That word is in fact not used in Enoch, though it may be inferred from his reference to the heavenly 
tablets that are ‘inscribed.’  
761 This is the word indicated by DSSEL. Van der Ploeg (1955:412) suggests as alternatives רוח (with the idea of 
‘boring a hole,’ Gesenius 2003b:266) and ררח (‘to burn,’ Gesenius 2003b:308-309) which he suggests means ‘to 
pierce, perforate,’ or an Arabic root meaning ‘to write with accuracy.’ These would make sense too, but in view of 
the possible connection with Exodus 32 I believe the option adopted above is more likely.  
762 Yadin (1962:314) restores the lacuna before ‘his angels’ and reads: ‘[and the host] of Thine angels.’ 
763 Yadin (1962:314) restores the lacunae and reads: ‘for strength of hand | in battle [to subdue] them that have risen 
against Thee on earth by the strife of Thy judgments, but with the elect ones of heaven are [Thy] blessing[s].’  
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Daniel 12:2. He translates this line quite differently from DSSEL, interpreting ימק after the 
lacuna not as adversaries, but rather ‘those who arise’ in resurrection: ‘in the battle 
[together with] those who will rise from the earth when Thy judgments are disputed, and 
with the vi[ctorious] elect from heaven.’ However, he seems to be the only scholar to 
interpret the text in this way. In fact, if this reading were accepted this would be the only 
reference to the resurrection of the dead in 1QM. The interpretation is, I think, not 
impossible, but seems to be unlikely. Delcor (1955:390), Yadin (1962:314), Duhaime 
(1995:121), García Martínez (1996:106), Vermes (1998:175), DSSEL and DSSSE all 
interpret the word as ‘those who arise’ in battle or for revenge. Delcor (1955:390, n. 7) in 
fact suggests that the three extant letters ימק be restored as ימקנ, ‘avengers,’ taking into 
account a lacuna before these letters.764  
 
3.5.2.5 1QM 13 
In Schultz’s division of the scroll, the prayer(s) in 1QM 13 are part of a series of prayers to 
be spoken after victory in war has been obtained (Schultz 2009:75). Duhaime (1995:121, 
n. 60) thinks that the prayers between the end of column 12 and column 14:1 ‘were 
probably recited on the battlefield.’ The two opinions need not necessarily be mutually 
exclusive, as prayers after victory may still be recited on the battle field, but in view of the 
blessings and curses recited in 1QM 13:2-6 it seems more appropriate that this prayer is 
one which is spoken before or during a battle rather than after victory. The column starts 
with an instruction to priests, Levites and elders to ‘bless, from their position, the God of 
Israel and all his truthful works’ (1QM 13:1; Duhaime 1995:123). The instruction is to 
‘denounce there Be[li]al and all the spirits of his lot’ (1QM 13:1-2) and to bless the God of 
Israel. The words to be spoken in the blessing and curse follow (1QM 13:2-3 and 4-6 
respectively). All this is written in third person indirect style. There are vacats at the end of 
lines 3 and 6 and at the beginning of line 5. It appears as if the contents of these lines was 
spoken antiphonally by different people, and it is possible that lines 7ff belong to this 
section as well.  
With 1QM 13:7 begins a prayer directed to God by a group of people (the pronoun 
‘we’ is used). The speakers pray to the ‘God of our fathers’ and bless his name. They say 
                                                 
764 The lacuna has been variously restored. Yadin (1962:314) reads עירכהל (‘force to one’s knees’, HALOT); DSSSE 
has עינכהלו (‘subdue’ an enemy, BDB). DSSEL and Duhaime (1995:120) both leave the lacuna blank. Evidently 




they are ‘a people of [   ]’, but the lacuna does not indicate what they might be saying.765 
The speakers continue to assert that God  
[m]ade a covenant with (or perhaps ‘for’? – the preposition is ל, not םע or תא) our fathers 
(וניתובא), and he will establish it for their seed/descendants for the appoint[t]ed times of 
eternity. And in all the ordained times/testimonies of your glory there is/was a remembrance 
of Your [   ]766 in our midst for help (to the) remnant and survival/survivors767 for (the sake of) 
your covenant and to re[count] the works of your truth and the judgments of the mighty works 
of your wonders (1QM 13:7-9, my translation, but cf. DSSEL; see also Dupont-Sommer 
1962:188-189).   
Carmignac (1956:375) points out that the phrase ‘covenant made with our fathers’ 
is reminiscent of 1 Kings 8:21 where Solomon in his prayer at the Temple dedication says 
that he built the temple to provide a ‘place for the ark, in which is the covenant of the 
LORD, which he made with our fathers when he brought them from the land of Egypt’ 
(NASB; the relevant Hebrew clause is תי ִ֣רְבּ וּני ֵֹ֔תבֲא־םִע ֙תַרָכּ ר ֶ֤שֲׁא ה ָ֑וְהי ). Carmignac (1956:375) 
further refers to Nehemiah 9:8. There Nehemiah mentions that God made a covenant with 
Abraham, promising him and his descendants the land of Canaan, thus having ‘fulfilled his 
promise’ (ךָי ֶ֔רָבְדּ־תֶא ֙םֶק ָ֙תַּו). It is of course not certain whether these scriptures were indeed in 
the mind of the writer. But even if not, he is sufficiently grounded in the traditions 
reflected in both Kings and Nehemiah to allow the conclusion that the covenant referred to 
in this context could be considered either as the Abrahamic or, perhaps more likely, the 
Mosaic covenant, as interpreted by the author’s community. In either case, the writer calls 
upon the speakers to praise God for his covenant faithfulness, both in the past as well as 
the present. In view of God’s past faithfulness, the people can praise him in the midst of 
the war for his assistance in their battle against the forces of evil. Also in view of these 
past proofs of God’s faithfulness, they are assured of victory in the present eschatological 
battle, despite the fact that only a few ‘survivors’ or a ‘remnant’ are left. This indicates that 
these words are indeed spoken in the context of a fierce battle where some (or even many) 
of the soldiers have died.  
In the following lines the writer assures the people that they have indeed been 
selected by God to be part of the Sons of Light who walk in God’s truth and who are 
assisted by the Prince of Light (רואמ רש, a phrase unique in the DSS and MT, though in CD 
5:18 the expression םירואה רש, ‘Prince of Lights,’ appears). In contrast, the Sons of 
Darkness are influenced by Belial, the angel of darkness, who was ‘made … for the pit’ 
(DSSEL, 1QM 13:11) and only desires evil things (1QM 13:12) and makes his followers 
                                                 
765 Van der Ploeg (1955:413) tentatively restores [הכלרג] (‘of your lot’); Yadin (1962:321) prefers  ֿם ׄל[וע] (‘eternal;’ 
taken up also by Davies 1977:106); DSSSE has ה[כת]ל[חנ], (your inheritance). 
766 Yadin (1962:323) tentatively restores הכ[תויה], ‘your being.’ DSSSE proposes הכ[דסח], ‘your mercy,’ instead. 
767 Hultgren (2007:358, n. 87) rightly observes that the language here is reminiscent of CD 1:4-5 and, perhaps less so, 
of CD 3:12-13. 
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‘walk … in darkness.’ The Sons of Light, on the other hand, are the ‘lot of [God’s] truth’ 
and thus experience God’s power on their behalf and rejoice in it (1QM 13:13). The writer 
asserts that God helps and supports those who are oppressed (1QM 13:14). The next two 
lines are rather broken but the writer seems to refer to God’s final appointed battle in 
which darkness will be overcome by light and the Sons of Darkness will be forever 
removed (1QM 13:15-16).  
 
3.5.2.6 1QM 14 
The prayer which starts properly at 1QM 14:4 is introduced by instructions (1QM 14:1-4) 
that show that this is a prayer after victory. The soldiers who have returned to their camp 
after battle are commanded to cleanse themselves from the impurities of war, especially 
contact with corpses,768 and then go back to the battle line and there pray the prayer that is 
outlined in 1QM 14:4ff. Fletcher-Louis (2002:453) astutely notes that the prayer in this 
column is a ‘mirror image’ of the prayer in column 12:7-16, in that there the warriors 
prayed as they went out to the battle field, whereas in the present context they pray after 
having returned from victory. In 1QM 14 there is no recitation of a curse, and since ‘the 
curse already recited [1QM 13] has now been effective and God’s enemies have been 
defeated’ (Fletcher-Louis 2002:453-454), it is not necessary to repeat it.  
In the prayer, the people are called upon to say: ‘Blessed is the God of Israel who 
keeps faithfulness to/for his covenant (ותירבל דסח רמושה) and the appointed times of 
salvation for the people of his redemption’ (1QM 14:4-5; my translation, but cf. DSSEL). 
Though the exact phrase ותירבל דסח רמושה does not appear in the MT, it is reminiscent of 
such scriptures as Deuteronomy 7:9, 1 Kings 8:23, Daniel 9:4, and 2 Chronicles 6:14 
where the expression דֶסֶחַהְו תי ִרְבַּה רֵמ ֹ שׁ occurs (cf. Yadin 1962:325).769 With the exception 
of Deuteronomy 7:9, these are also prayers where either the king or someone else calls 
upon God in supplication. In 1 Kings 8 and 2 Chronicles 6 Solomon prays at the dedication 
of the Temple. Daniel 9 is a petition for forgiveness before Daniel receives the third of his 
four visions (see the relevant part on this chapter earlier in this thesis). In Nehemiah 1 
Nehemiah prays to God for mercy on his captive people Israel.  
Only Deuteronomy 7 is not the recitation of a prayer. Here Moses exhorts the 
people on the brink of entering Canaan to remember that their God is indeed a covenant 
keeping God, who has brought them out of Egypt and would just as certainly lead them 
                                                 
768 See Numbers 19:16 where it is written that those who touch any corpse in the field shall be unclean for seven days. 
The details of the cleansing ritual are outlined in the following verses (cf. Van der Ploeg 1955:414). 
769 See also Nehemiah 1:5 which reads דֶסֶחַהְו תיִרְבַּה רֵֹמשׁ. 
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into the Promised Land. In the context of 1QM 14, this is the closest of the scriptures just 
mentioned since both texts consider a time of God’s deliverance in a war or war-like 
situation. In Deuteronomy 7:1-11, Moses exhorts Israel that after God had delivered 
nations stronger than Israel into their hands on their entry into Canaan, they must refrain 
from making alliances with them, especially marriage alliances, since this would lead to 
apostasy. On the contrary, all vestiges of foreign worship must be destroyed, and they must 
keep God’s laws because of his faithfulness to the covenant with them. In 1QM 14, the 
warriors express their gratitude to God for his faithfulness in the battle which they have 
just won. Just as in Deuteronomy, the enemy seems to have been stronger than they were, 
but God granted them victory. They have experienced God as the covenant-keeping God, 
who both in the past and the present proved himself to be the faithful God who keeps his 
word to his people, and they are praising him for the victory they have achieved.   
The prayer continues to show how God had enabled the warriors despite their 
weaknesses (1QM 14:5; ‘he called those who stumble unto wondrous [accomplishment]s;’ 
 ׄל םילשוכ ארקיו ֯ת[ורובג] ; DSSEL). The nations were gathered by God for destruction ‘without 
remnant,’ with the result that even though the warriors had ‘melted hearts,’ they are now 
able to sing praises to the God who taught ‘the feeble warfare,’ and gave strength to the 
weak so they could stand (1QM 14:5-7).770 Deuteronomy 7:1-2 instructs the Israelites to 
destroy the enemy completely, and in a similar manner this is happening in this 
eschatological war. It is difficult to establish what the middle of 1QM 14:7 expresses, 
since there is a lacuna, but the end of the line continues to note that through ‘those whose 
way is perfect shall all the wicked nations come to an end’ (DSSEL), and none of their 
mighty warriors will be able to stand (1QM 14:8). The victorious warriors continue to 
pray: ‘we are the rem[nant of your people.771 Blessed] be your name, God of 
lovingkindnesses, who keeps the covenant for/to our forefathers’ (1QM 14:8, my 
translation;     תיר]אש ונאוךורבוניתובאל תירב רמושה םידסחה לא הכמש [ ), ‘and with all our 
generations you have made wonderful your lovingkindnesses for the rem[nant of the 
people of Israel772] during the dominion of Belial’ (1QM 14:9). This is basically the same 
idea as before in line 4, only that here God is the ‘keeper of the covenant to the 
forefathers.’ Just as God had been faithful to his covenant with the ancestors, so he proved 
to be faithful to his word in the time of this final eschatological war (cf. Schultz 2009:295). 
The scene is reminiscent of Joshua 21:43-45 where God is said to have been faithful to the 
                                                 
770 דמעמ קוזח םיכרב יגומנל ןתונו המחלמ דמלל תופר[    ת]רובגב ןנרל םימלאנל הפ חותפלו. 
771 So with DSSSE; DSSEL does not have ‘of your people.’ I am adopting the reconstruction which is also suggested 
by Yadin (1962:326). 
772 So with Yadin (1962:426). DSSSE restores instead ‘rem[nant of your inheritance]. Both of course are conjectures 
and make good sense in the context.  
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forefathers of Israel in giving them the land of Canaan and not allowing any enemy to 
prevail over them. Though no direct lexical dependence on this text is obvious, the idea is 
certainly there. Schultz (2009:295) points out that the Sons of Light are only called 
‘remnant’ in columns 13 and 14 of 1QM. He suggests that the remnant ‘are those who 
have not only made it through the time of Belial’s rule, but through the first stage of the 
eschatological war, the War against the Kittim as well. They are the ones who were tested 
in the War against the Kittim (16:11-17:1) but did not fall’ (Schultz 2009:295-296).  
The author continues by stating that even though Belial tried to deceive people, he 
‘with all the mysteries of his hatred’ was not able to lead God’s true followers ‘away from 
your covenant’ (1QM 14:9-10;  ֯נוחידה אול ותמטש יזר לוכבוהכתירבמ [ו] ). The word used for 
‘lead astray’ (the Hiphil of חדנ) is the same as that in Deuteronomy 13:6, 11, 13, 14 where 
false prophets, who lure Israel away (also the Hiphil of חדנ) from following the Lord, must 
be stoned to death. In Deuteronomy 13:14 the subject of חדנ is ‘men of Belial’ ( םי ִָ֤שׁנֲא
לַעַ֙יִּלְב־ֽיֵנְבּ; cf. Yadin 1962:328), like in the present passage. Unlike those who, as in 1QM 
1:2, ‘violate the covenant’ and thus ally themselves with God’s enemies, those who are 
true to God cannot be led astray. On the contrary, God actually drove Belial’s ‘spirits of 
destruction’ away from his followers and rescued them in their distress, whereas the 
followers of Belial suffered destruction (1QM 14:10-11; cf. also Hultgren 2007:360). 
Because of God’s mighty acts his people can praise and exalt him at all times, day and 
night (1QM 14:12-14a, DSSSE). This is reminiscent of Jesus’ words in the Olivet 
discourse where he warns his disciples not to be deceived by false prophets, and that for 
the sake of the faithful ones these days would be shortened, in order that they might remain 
faithful and not also be led astray (Mt 24:11-13, 22). It is also reminiscent of Daniel 12:1 
where those who are written in God’s book, i.e. are faithful to him to the end, will be 
rescued in the final war.  
1QM 14:14-15 concludes this prayer by referring to the ‘mysteries of [God’s] 
wonderful acts’ which ‘r[ais]e up to you those from the dust and … bring low among 
divine beings’ (Duhaime 1995:127). The extant part of column 14 ends with a new prayer 
addressed directly to God: ‘Rise up! Rise up, o God of Gods! Lift yourself up with vig[or   
] [al]l [the S]ons of Darkness. And your great light … [   ] [… Sh]eol shall burn (?) in a 
fir[e …] (1QM 14:16-18; Duhaime 1995:127). 
 
3.5.2.7 1QM 15-16 
Though the word תירב does not appear in 1QM 15-16, these columns form the context of 
columns 17-19 and must therefore be briefly summarized. The beginning of column 15 is 
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no longer concerned with prayers, but is the continuation of a new section obviously begun 
at the end of column 14 (1QM 15:1 starts with the conjunction איכ) outlining the rigours of 
the eschatological war to be fought. From column 15 onwards, 1QM describes the war 
against the Kittim (Schultz 2009:276), but with the added dimension (from what is known 
from column 1) that this war is international and universal (Schultz 2009:277). The writer 
states that this is a time of distress and difficulty for the people of God, though they will 
experience God’s redemption (1QM 15:1). 1QM 15:2-3 mention the ‘king of the Kittim 
and … the army of Belial’ against whom the Sons of Light will be fighting. 1QM 15:4 
begins a new section with instructions regarding the duties of the High Priest, who together 
with the other priests, the Levites and ‘the men of the rule’ is told to read out the required 
prayer ‘of the appointed time for wa[r…]’ (Duhaime 1995:129), arrange the battle lines, 
and encourage the soldiers (1QM 15:4-6). The exact words of the prayer and words of 
encouragement follow in 1QM 15:7ff, apparently up to at least the end of the extant 
column, but possibly continuing through 16:1. 1QM 16:2 is blank, and 1QM 16:3-9 gives 
instructions on the blowing of trumpets at the correct intervals at the start of battle. After 
yet another blank line, 1QM 16:11-13 continues with instructions regarding the blowing of 
trumpets and directions for the High Priest to strengthen the hearts of the soldiers (1QM 
16:13-end). 
 
3.5.2.8 1QM 17 
Column 17 has a number of lacunae due to the poor preservation of the column. In the first 
five lines and in line 7 there is a tear/hole after the first two or three words, and in the first 
four lines the end of the column is also missing. This makes it somewhat difficult to 
interpret the text correctly.  
Whether the column continues instructions to the High Priest regarding the 
strengthening of the soldiers is difficult to say, but the first 3 lines still seem to have to do 
with how to conduct the war. 1QM 17:1 begins by stating that ‘He shall appoint their 
retribution with burning’ (DSSEL, Yadin 1962:338) or ‘set peace for them in the burning’ 
(Duhaime 1995:133) for ‘those tested by the crucible’ (DSSEL). It seems that God is the 
actor here. However, after the lacuna the text apparently implies a human actor: ‘He will 
sharpen the weapons of war, and they shall not be blunt until [   ]’ (my translation, but cf. 
DSSEL & Duhaime 1995:133), though Yadin (1962:338) interprets the text differently by 
translating ‘His weapons of war,’ and explaining that this refers to ‘the Sons of Light, who 
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will fight His [i.e. God’s] war’ (Yadin 1962:339). Perhaps the line concluded with words 
to express the utter destruction of ‘wickedness’, since עשר is the first word of line 2.773  
The rest of line 2 gives directions for a group addressed in the second person plural 
to ‘remember the judgment [of Nadab and] Ab[i]hu, sons of Aaron, in whose judgment 
God showed himself to be holy in the eyes of [   ] but Ithamar he preserved774 for himself 
for a covenant [   ]775 of eternity’ (1QM 17:2-3; my translation, but cf. DSSEL; the rest of 
line 3 is not inscribed). This seems to be a warning to a group consisting at least of priests, 
and probably also of Levites. Yadin (1962:339) comments that the ‘choice of Nadab and 
Abihu … as example[s] is intended to prove that God deals justice even to the most select.’ 
The text apparently refers to Leviticus 10:1-6 (cf. Yadin 1962:339), but a covenant for 
priests is not mentioned in that passage. Only Numbers 25:12-13 refers to ‘a covenant of 
peace,’ an ‘eternal covenant of priesthood’ (ם ָלוֹע ַתנֻּהְכּ תיִרְבּ),776 where it is given to 
Phinehas, son of Eleazar. It seems the writer of 1QM has transferred this honour back to 
Phinehas’ father and brother, who both obeyed Moses’ instructions when Nadab and 
Abihu were judged by God for their insubordination and presumption. If the connection to 
both Leviticus 10:1-6 and Numbers 25:12-13 is in view here, it is perhaps also better to 
follow Duhaime’s translation of the beginning of line 2, ‘he set peace for them in the 
burning.’ The point of the comparison is apparently to call upon the hearers/readers to take 
courage and obey God in every detail, to be zealous like Phinehas as they go into war, and 
not to follow their own devices as Nadab and Abihu had done and as a result had suffered 
God’s judgment upon them. That is confirmed by the following lines which encourage the 
hearers/readers to strengthen [them]selves/be courageous (וקזחתה), and not to be afraid 
(1QM 17:4), especially in view of the fact that the enemies are destined ‘for emptiness and 
for destruction’ (literally ‘their desire is for emptiness and for destruction,’  והבלו והתל
777םתקושת), most likely an allusion to Genesis 1:2 (cf. Fletcher-Louis 2002:464).  
The rest of 1QM 17:4 and the beginning of 1QM 17:5 is somewhat difficult to 
understand. DSSEL translates: ‘Their support is without [   ] and they do not [   ] of Israel 
is all that is and that will be. [   ] in all which exists for eternity.’ Line 5 then continues to 
state how ‘today’ (i.e. presumably the day of the war) is God’s ‘appointed time to subdue 
and humiliate the prince of the realm of wickedness’ (1QM 17:5-6) on the one hand, and to 
                                                 
773 Yadin (1962:338) in fact restores the end of line 2 to read ‘[there come to end all nations].’  
774 DSSSE reads ‘by judging them God showed his holiness to the eyes [of all the people, and Eleazar] and Ithamar he 
confirmed for the covenant of an everlasting [priesthood]’ (cf. Carmignac 1956:380, who also restores ‘priesthood’). 
775 Yadin (1962:338) restores the lacuna ‘[of the appointed times].’  
776 Carmignac (1956:380) suggests that the lacuna between the words תירבל and םימלו[ע might be restored תנוהכ, which 
would fit perfectly, and in addition is almost exactly the wording of Numbers 25:13 (cf. DSSSE).  
777 Fletcher-Louis (2002:464) observes that this word, which occurs only three times in the MT, namely at Genesis 
3:16, 4:7 and Song of Songs 7:11, ‘carries with it the specific sense of primeval craving towards sin.’ 
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grant deliverance for his own chosen people on the other by sending them support through 
the angel Michael (1QM 17:6). This and the next line are somewhat obscure due to 
lacunae that were restored from a fragment (according to Duhaime 1995:132). There is 
also some uncertainty regarding the interpretation of the phrase תרשמל. The Hebrew text 
reads  ׄע רזע חלשיו ֯ו ׄל ֯מ ֯י ׄל ם ֯וג ׄר ֯ד[פ] ל החמשב ריאהל םימלוע רואב לאכימ תרשמל רידאה ךאלמ תרובגב ותו
 ֯בלארשי תיר  (‘and he sent everlasting help to the lot of his redemption by the 
strength/mighty deeds of the noble angel, for the authority778/service/servant779 of/for 
Michael in everlasting light, to cause to shine with joy the covenant of Israel;’ my 
translation).  
The phrase לאכימ תרשמל is variously translated: ‘for the authority of Michael’ 
(DSSEL; Yadin 1962:340);780 ‘for the sway of Michael’ (DSSSE); ‘kingdom of Michael’ 
(Vermes 1998:181); ‘dominion of Michael’ (García-Martínez 1996:112; Duhaime 
1995:133, though with a note remarking that תרשמל could mean ‘office’ or ‘service’); 
‘serviteur de Míchel’ (‘service/servant of Michael;’ Delcor 1955:395); ‘servant of 
Michael’ (Dupont-Sommer 1962:194). As can be seen, the majority of the translations 
(mainly from the English speaking world) consider the expression תרשמל to be derived 
from הָרְשִׂמ (‘authority, dominion,’ DSSEL dictionary). However, there are good reasons 
for accepting the alternative reading ‘service/servant of Michael’ (adopted mainly by 
French speakers, and recently taken up by Fletcher-Louis 2002).  
Fletcher-Louis (2002:458ff) expresses his dissatisfaction with the normal 
interpretation/translation of 1QM 17:4-9, saying that it is ‘unlikely that there is either a 
straightforward identification between Michel and the prince of light or that there is 
precisely the kind of Michael-Israel parallelism usually envisaged’ (Fletcher-Louis 
2002:459). He notes that ‘authority’ or ‘kingdom’ ‘is not the natural meaning for’ תרשמ. 
Though הרשמ appears in Isaiah 9:5-6, it occurs nowhere else in the MT. In fact, one would 
normally expect תרשמ ‘to be a substantive participle from the verbal root תרשׁ “to 
minister”, which is used frequently in the scrolls’ (Fletcher-Louis 2002:460). In other 
words, it should be translated ‘service’ or ‘servant.’ Other verbal forms of this word also 
appear a number of times in 1QM. The word תרשמ also occurs in 1QM 13:4 where the 
phrase ותמשא תרשמ has been translated ‘reprehensible rule’ (DSSEL). Fletcher-Louis 
(2002:460) however points out that 1QM 13:4 is parallel to 1QM 13:5, ‘where all the 
spirits of Belial’s lot are denounced “for all their service (תדובע) of impure uncleanness 
                                                 
778 So according to the dictionary of DSSEL.  
779 So with Fletcher-Louis (2002:459-461). 
780 Yadin (1962:341) observes that there is a gap between the two words, but is not certain whether this is due to a fault 
in the leather or for some other reason. 
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(םתאמט תדנ).”’ He therefore suggests that, since תדובע (construct of הדובע) is used in the 
sense of ‘religious service and worship,’ תרשמ too carries a similar connotation and should 
be translated ‘service’ both in 13:4 and in 17:6-7 (Fletcher-Louis 2002:460-461). In 
addition, the preposition ל before תרשמ is, in Fletcher-Louis’ opinion (2002:461), not 
adequately rendered by most translators. He criticises both Vermes (1998:181) and 
Duhaime (1995:133), the former for translating the prepositional phrase ‘of the kingdom of 
Michael,’ the latter for starting a new sentence with the phrase: ‘(He will set) the authority 
of Michael …’ (Fletcher-Louis 2002:461). Fletcher-Louis (2002:463) goes on to argue that 
an alternative interpretation should be explored, namely ‘that Michael’s “service” is not 
the service directed towards Michael but the service which is somehow prescribed by him, 
proper to him or in his possession’ (italics added). In particular he suggests that column 17 
is ‘evocative of the conceptual heart of the scroll in column 10,’ where the questions are 
posed, ‘who is like God’, and ‘who is like your people Israel?’ Fletcher-Louis (2002:461) 
sees an equation here, noting that Israel is like God because of her liturgical service in 
which she follows God’s pattern in creation and history. Thus he concludes ‘to speak of 
“the service of Michael (who-is-like-God?)” is to speak of Israel, particularly her 
priesthood, in its cultic space and liturgical mode’ (Fletcher-Louis 2002:461, italics his).  
The connection between columns 10 and 17 is also evident, in Fletcher-Louis’ 
(2002:462) opinion, in the fact that in both there is an inexplicable space between two 
important words: in 1QM 10:9 between אימ and הכמעכ, and in 1QM 17:7 between תרשמ and 
לאכימ.781 He suggests that these gaps may function as a ‘signal to the deeper meaning of the 
text’ and for ‘further interpretive reflection’ of the same, as well as being a hint that the 
two texts are indeed interrelated (Fletcher-Louis 2002:461). This is of course conjecture, 
but it is not impossible. In view of the connection between the two columns, Fletcher-
Louis (2002:462) suggests that God’s help in 1QM 17:6-7 ‘is for a godlike (לאכ) service 
(לאכימ תרשמל), which re-enacts God’s original creation of light where there was only 
chaos.’ In this way the passage picks up the creation themes reflected in columns 10:8-16 
and 12:7-16 (Fletcher-Louis 2002:462-463). I find this argument convincing, and therefore 
adopt for 1QM 17:5-7 the translation ‘and he sent everlasting help to the lot of his 
redemption by the mighty deeds of the noble angel, for the service of Michael in 
everlasting light, to cause to shine with joy the covenant of Israel.’ 
The words  ֯בלארשי תיר  in 1QM 17:6 constitute yet another problem in these lines. 
Though DSSEL lists these words in the transcription as indicated, the image of column 17 
                                                 
781 He notes (Fletcher-Louis 2002:464, n. 157) that the gaps would allow for 8-9 and 4-5 letters respectively in 
columns 10 and 17. Furthermore, he also observes that according to the photographic plates there does not seem to 
be a fault in the leather which might warrant such a gap (Fletcher-Louis 2002:464, n. 157).  
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(DSSEL) actually does not show the word  ֯בתיר , but only the bottom part of the letter 
generally identified as ב (cf. Sukenik 1955: Plate 32). According to Duhaime (1995:132, n. 
260) Sukenik (1955: Plate 47, fr. 4) supplied it from a fragment of 1QM, but the 
transcription of this fragment shows the letters ]יתרר־[, which certainly would not be 
identifiable as part of the word תירב. However, the original image782 of the fragment would 
seem to allow the identification of the letters as ]יתיר־[ (cf. Sukenik 1954 & 1955: Plate 47 
of photographs, fr. 4) instead of the transcription ]יתרר־[ (cf. Sukenik 1954 & 1955 Plate 
47 transcriptions, fr. 4). In the transcription of the War Scroll itself, Sukenik (1955: Plate 
32 transcriptions, line 7) supplies the letter ב but leaves the blank empty. Nevertheless, 
whoever initially suggested it, once it had been made this adaptation found wide 
acceptance (see DSSEL, DSSSE, García-Martínez 1996:112).  
However, there are some dissenting voices. Bardtke (1955:417) for example 
supplies ינבב instead of תירב and thus translates: ‘um zu erleuchten durch Freude unter den 
[Kindern] Israels’ (‘in order to cause to shine through joy among the [children] of Israel.’ 
Vermes (1998:181) also adopts this reading. He translates 1QM 17:5-7 as follows: ‘This is 
the day appointed by Him for the defeat and overthrow of the Prince of the kingdom of 
wickedness, and He will send eternal succour to the company of His redeemed by the 
might of the princely Angel of the kingdom of Michael. With everlasting light He will 
enlighten with joy [the children] of Israel.’ Yadin (1962:340-41) on the other hand restores 
not תירב but תיב, i.e. ‘house of Israel,’783 and translates the whole section (1QM 17:6-7): 
‘He will send eternal assistance to the lot to be redeemed by Him through the might of an 
angel: He hath magnified the authority of Michael through eternal light to light up in joy 
[the house of I]srael….’ In other words, the appearance of the term תירב in this context it 
not certain. If it is not original, then this part of the text is of no consequence to the present 
inquiry. If it is, the text is at least somewhat obscure. In fact, either Vermes’ or Yadin’s 
reconstruction seems to make more sense than תירב. 
But granted that תירב may be the correct reading, what does it mean that the 
‘covenant of Israel’ will be caused to ‘shine with joy’ (my translation above) or that ‘By 
eternal light He shall joyfully light up the covenant for Israel’ (DSSEL) or ‘to illuminate 
with joy the covenant of Israel’ (DSSSE)? How in fact can a covenant be ‘illuminated’ or 
‘shine with joy’? The idea that a covenant will shine is not present in the MT, though 
perhaps one might find a parallel in Psalm 119:105: ‘Your word is a lamp to my feet and a 
light to my path’ (NASB; italics added). However, there the noun ‘light’ appears, not the 
                                                 
782 According to the photograph of the original in Sukenik (1954:Plate 47, fr. 4), there is a slight tear right in the 
middle of the letter, which could therefore possibly be a resh, yod or waw, or perhaps even a bet. 
783 Yadin (1962:341) notes that תיב fits exactly into the lacuna. 
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verb. Elsewhere in the MT we are told that God will ‘cause his face to shine upon’ his 
people (e.g. Nu 6:25; Ps 80:4, 8, 20 etc.). By implication one might possibly conceive of 
God’s covenant (perhaps identified with his word?) being said to ‘shine’ or ‘be caused to 
shine.’ On the other hand, maybe ‘covenant of Israel’ in the context of lines 7-8 could be a 
synonym for ‘children of Israel,’ (in which case Vermes’ and Yadin’s reconstructions are 
paraphrases), perhaps narrowly conceived of as the members of the writer’s community. In 
that case, one might detect an oblique allusion to Daniel 12:3, ‘Those who are wise will 
shine like the brightness of the heavens’ (NIV), though the word for ‘shine’ there is 
different ( ַעי ִ֑קָרָה רַה ֹ֣ זְכּ וּר ְִ֖הַזי םי ִ֔לִכְּשַׂמּ ַ֨הְו).  
1QM 17:7-8 continues to stipulate that the High Priest is to encourage his hearers 
that God is with them in this phase of the war and will grant them victory through divine 
assistance, mediated through the power and authority of the angel Michael (1QM 17:7-8). 
In view of the anticipated victory, the warriors, addressed as ‘sons of His covenant’ ( ינב
ותירב) must take courage in the fiery trial (i.e. battle) they are about to experience and trust 
God regarding their own existence (1QM 17:8-9). Perhaps the soldiers had become 
discouraged by defeat and needed to hear that in God’s unsearchable wisdom he allowed 
some (or even many) of them to suffer and die (hence the twice repeated word ‘crucible’ in 
the first 9 lines of 1QM 17), but ultimately he would grant them victory. ‘His mysteries 
concerning your existence’ (1QM 17:9, םכדמעמל ויזר), more literally ‘your standing,’ also 
points to a defeat: the soldiers did indeed not stand, but they fell. It is considered to be 
God’s ‘mystery’ because it is not explained why God allowed for the defeat of his soldiers 
in the first place.  
The address ‘sons of his covenant’ is important, as it is a link to the previous 
mention of תירב, if that is indeed the reading that is to be adopted in 1QM 17:7. It is not 
clear whether the covenant referred to is the Sinai covenant, the ancestral covenant with 
Abraham, or the priestly covenant with Phinehas, but I believe that in view of the 
preceding lines the covenant of eternal priesthood is meant. The text in 1QM 17:9 also 
links with 1QM 17:4, which begins with the same words, though without the direct address 
‘sons of his covenant’: ‘But as for you, take courage …’ (וקזחתה םתאו). The word translated 
‘crucible,’ ףרצמ, has already appeared in line 1 where it referred to ‘those tested in the 
crucible’ (1QM 17:1, DSSEL). 
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Thus, considering all of 1QM 17:1-9, this whole speech (at least 1QM 17:1-9, but 
probably including 1QM 16:15-end as well784) is an address by the High Priest to the 
warriors, perhaps consisting partly of other priests or at least Levites (if only as the ones 
going into battle blowing trumpets; cf. the reference to Nadab and Abihu and Ithamar in 
lines 2-3),785 and most likely after a defeat, to encourage the soldiers who are soon to go 
out into yet another battle, to take heart, be courageous and fight bravely in view of God’s 
assistance and the anticipated final victory. The warning in lines 1-3 would then be issued 
to prevent the warriors from doing their own thing but to fight exactly as prescribed in 
other parts of the scroll and observing the correct rituals as they did so.  
Some of these rituals are described in 1QM 17:10ff. Once the High Priest has 
completed his speech, the other priests (‘the priests’ is a supralinear correction in 1QM 
17:11) are told to sound the trumpets to array the battle lines against the Kittim, and then 
for the start of the battle. From the beginning of the battle and throughout its duration 
different trumpet signals are to be blown (1QM 17:11-end).  
 
3.5.2.9 1QM 18 
Column 18 starts with a report on how, with the assistance of God, the sons of Light are 
able to defeat ‘the lot of Belial’ and the Kittim, who are being completely destroyed (1QM 
18:1-5). Apparently this is a battle which takes place on a single day, since line 5 makes 
reference to the sun setting on that day. It is a day of victory. Wenthe (1998:314) takes up 
Yadin’s (1962:13) suggestion that there is an oblique reference to Joshua 10:13-14 at this 
point. Yadin (1962:13) further argues that the purpose of the following prayer ‘is the 
request that God should perform a miracle as He did for Joshua,’ and explains (Yadin 
1962:222) that the prayer in this column is apparently spoken during the last pursuit on the 
final day of battle, ‘which clearly recalls Joshua’s pursuit and God’s intervention and 
assistance.’ I am not sure whether this prayer is one of petition before or during a battle; it 
seems rather to be a prayer of praise after the final battle has taken place. Davies (1977:81) 
similarly expresses uncertainty in this regard; he calls this prayer a ‘hymn of thanksgiving’ 
which, according to his heading, continues from 18:6b through 19:8. 1QM 18:6 instructs 
the High Priest as well as other priests and Levites and others (DSSEL supplies ‘the chiefs 
                                                 
784 1QM 16:15 is introduced by 1QM 16:11-14 where the instructions are for the priests to blow the trumpets to get the 
soldiers to array themselves and then start another battle, while the Chief Priest (שאורה ןהוכ) is told to encourage 
those going into battle. His words are then listed from line 15 onwards. Whether there are more instructions before 
yet another speech which continues in 17:1, or whether 17:1 simply continues the speech begun in 16:15 is not clear.  
785 Unless the writer had in view something like the idea of a ‘priesthood of all believers,’ in which case the reference 
to Nadab and Abihu’s death and the covenant with Eleazar and Ithamar would be considered applicable to a wider 
audience than just descendants of the Levites. 
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[of the battle lines and the men] of the army) to ‘bless the God of Israel there’ (i.e. 
apparently on the battle field). Because of the list of these participants in the prayer, 
Davies (1977:82) argues (rightly in my opinion) that it is more likely that the enemy has 
already been defeated at this point. 
1QM 18:6bff contains the words of blessing to be spoken: ‘Blessed be your name, 
o God [of God]s, for you have magnified [yourself] with your people, doing wondrous 
things. And you have kept your covenant for us from of old, and the gates of salvation you 
have opened for us many times, so tha[t]/for the sake [of] your [co]venant [   ]’ (1QM 
18:6-8; my translation). In these lines we have the last two occurrences of the word תירב in 
this scroll (as far as it is extant). Yadin (1962:244) suggests these lines are a conflation of 
1QM 13:7 and 14:4, which also both refer to God as the covenant keeping God (see above 
on these texts). The present prayer glorifies God who has assisted the Sons of Light in their 
fight against the evil Sons of Belial and the Kittim. God is praised for the wonderful things 
he has done to glorify himself and Israel by giving them victory in this last battle. By 
doing so, he has ‘kept’ his ancient ‘covenant.’ Once again it is not quite clear whether the 
Sinai covenant, the Abrahamic covenant or the priestly covenant is in view. For the option 
that the Abrahamic covenant is in view speaks the fact that Genesis 22:17, where God 
confirms his covenant with Abraham, includes the promise of land and victory of his 
descendants over the ‘gates of their enemies.’ On the other hand, the covenant blessings in 
Leviticus 26:7-8 and Deuteronomy 28:7 also include the promise that God will cause 
Israel’s enemies to be defeated before them, though in different words. In 1QM 18:7 the 
expression ‘gates of salvation’ is used, which does not occur in the MT (though there may 
be an allusion to Ps 118:19-21 and Is 60:18, cf. Yadin 1962:345). However, since the 
prayer is said in the context of a victory in a battle, one may argue that this included 
victory over ‘the gates of their enemies.’ In other words, God has acted in accordance with 
his ancient covenant promises to the patriarchs as well as to Israel, and dealt with goodness 
towards his people (1QM 18:8). Thus the soldiers can now pray: ‘You o God of 
righteousness have done [this] for the sake of your name’ (1QM 18:8; my translation, but 
cf. DSSEL;  ׄדצה לא התאוהכמש ןעמל התישע ק ). 
The remainder of the column apparently continues this prayer of praise after 
victory. The threefold repetition of the root אלפ (‘be extraordinary, marvellous;’ HALOT) 
in 1QM 18:10 (line 9 is blank) shows the utter astonishment the people experience at the 
sight of this victory. They had experienced defeat (as indicated in the prayer in column 
17), but now, by nothing short of a miracle, God has granted them victory, and they can 
only praise his mercy and redemption in removing their enemies from before them (1QM 
18:10-11). Only because of God’s help and active intervention are the Sons of Light in 
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pursuit of their fleeing enemies (1QM 18:12-13). The extant part of the column concludes 
apparently with a description of how God brought about victory, but the text is rather 
broken (1QM 18:13-end). Column 19 seems to continue this prayer of praise.  
Davies (1977:82; also 1978:33) interprets 1QM 18:10ff differently. He concurs 
with Yadin (1962:222-223) that this part of the prayer is a petition ‘to God to destroy the 
enemy himself,’ especially as daylight is giving way to nightfall. Perhaps, with Yadin 
(1962:222-223) one might argue that the prayer asks for a similar miracle as that in Joshua 
10 where the sun did not set until Joshua had defeated several Canaanite kings at Gibeon. 
However, the whole tenor of the extant lines is in my opinion not one of plea but of praise 
for God’s help. Only the words ‘now the day is pressing upon us [to] pursue their 
multitude’ (DSSEL 1QM 18:12;  ֯ל ונל ץא םויה התעוםנומה ףודר ) and ‘Yours is the might, and 
the battle is in your hand’ (DSSEL 1QM 18:13b;  ֯ובגה הכל ֯רהמחלמה הכדיבו ה ) might indicate 
otherwise, but the following words again state how God had broken ‘the heart of warriors 
… so that no one is able to stand’ (DSSEL 1QM 18:13a; דמעמ ןיאל התנגמ םירובג בלו). I 
believe that these words praise God’s defeat of the enemy in retrospect; they are not a plea 
to do so prospectively. However, these and the following lines are too broken to be 
dogmatic, but in my opinion this is a better reading.  
 
3.5.3 Concluding Remarks on תיִרְבּ in 1QM 
The thirteen occurrences in 1QM of the term תירב are not used in connection with the 
particular vocabulary of covenantal language that is found, for example, in CD or 1QS. 
There is no question on the part of the author about how his readers can become members 
of his community, or what is to be done if they violate its stipulations or even defect from 
it. The problem he addresses is completely different. He envisages a great coming war in 
which the members of his community have to fight at all cost and to the end to bring about 
the kingdom of God (though he does not use this term) against the wicked forces of Belial, 
who try to lead astray even the faithful adherents of the faith. The text seems to be for the 
DSS community what the later part of Revelation is for Christians: it describes a great 
conflict between God and his forces against the forces of evil, but also the ultimate victory 
of God and his people. The readers are encouraged to stand firm in this conflict, even 
though there will be many who will suffer or die in the course of it. 
In order for God’s people to win the battle it has to be fought according to the 
precise rules and cultic regulations set out in the War Scroll, so the writer believes. 
Particularly important, therefore, is the recital of prayers and speeches in the latter part of 
the scroll which are heavily dependent on biblical language. As noted above, apart from 
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1QM 1:2, all the occurrences of תירב in 1QM are in the context of these prayers and 
speeches, and always based on usage in the HB, mostly from the Pentateuch. Especially 
Deuteronomy seems to have been significant in the writer’s mind. The second occurrence 
of תירב in 1QM 10:9 was shown to be probably dependent on Deuteronomy 7:6; 14:2 and 
28:9, especially in view of the fact that both the Deuteronomy verses and 1QM 10 point 
out that to be God’s people Israel has to keep his covenant statutes. The occurrence in 
1QM 12:3 on the other hand, while the context also was seen to be reminiscent of the same 
Deuteronomy verses as 1QM 10, refers rather to the covenant with Phinehas in Numbers 
25. Though perhaps the more immediate reference in 1QM 13:7 was to 1 Kings 8:21 or 
Nehemiah 9:8 in terms of vocabulary and language use, the covenant referred to in both 
was that of the ‘fathers’, i.e. either the patriarchs or the Sinai covenant (or perhaps both). 
God as the covenant keeping God is mentioned in 1QM 14:4-5 and 8, as well as in 1QM 
18:6-8, passages that were seen to be reminiscent of Deuteronomy 7:9; 1 Kings 8:23; 
Daniel 9:4 and 2 Chronicles 6:14. In 1QM 14:9-10 the writer apparently had Deuteronomy 
13 in mind when he noted that Belial was not able to lure away the Sons of Light from 
God’s covenant. 
In 1QM 17:2-3 another reference to the priestly covenant was found, though the 
writer applied it to Phinehas’ father Ithamar. Whether or not תירב is to be read in 17:7 is a 
debated question. However, if it is the correct reading, it was suggested that it was yet 
another reference to the priestly covenant. The last two references to covenant in 1QM are 
in column 18 where the writer again refers to God as the covenant keeping God. Whether 
or not there were more references to covenant in column 19 and the lost end of the 








4 Conclusion: Review and Preview 
4.1 Review – Summary of Findings 
4.1.1 Comparison of Important Terminology Used in Connection with 
תירב in Daniel and the DSS 
In this study I endeavoured to give a detailed exegesis of contexts in Daniel and the DSS 
containing the word תירב. One of the aims of this task was to discover similarities and 
differences in terminology that would show the theological aims of the writers concerned.  
The first expression that appears in Daniel as well as in the DSS is  תירב(ה) רמ(ו)ש
דסח(ה)ו, ‘keeper of (the) covenant and (the) faithfulness.’ It is used in this form as an 
epithet for God in Daniel 9:4 and CD 19:1 (quoting from Dt 7:9); but forms reminiscent of 
this formula do appear elsewhere in the DSS under scrutiny. Similar phrases also applying 
to God appear in 1QM:  דסח רמושהותירבל , ‘he who keeps faithfulness to his covenant’ (1 
QM 14:4); and וניתובאל תירב רמושה, ‘he who keeps [the] covenant to our fathers’ (1QM 
14:8); but applying to the priests in 1QS 5:9: תירבה ירמוש םינהוכה קודצ ינב (‘the sons of 
Zadok the priests, who keep the covenant).  
Like Deuteronomy 7:8, CD 19:1 appears to be written in the context of an 
exhortation by a leader to his hearers/readers, but due to the absence of a preceding context 
in CD 19, that is all that can be said. That in 1QS 5:9 the Zadokite priests are given a title 
elsewhere attributed to God shows how important the community considered their task as 
guardians of their covenant, since in the context it is clear that their particular 
interpretation of the Mosaic covenant is in view.  
Significantly, the majority of the occurrences of the expression  תירב(ה) רמ(ו)ש, 
whether exact or with variations, take place in prayers, both in the MT as well as in the 
DSS. In the MT, the wider context in the prayers is the possible or real infidelity of Israel 
which is compared with God’s unfailing faithfulness. In particular, both Daniel 9 and 
Nehemiah 1 and 9 point out that God’s faithfulness is shown in the judgment that he has 
brought on Israel. In contrast, the prayer in 1QM 14 is one of thanksgiving after a battle of 
the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness. God as the covenant keeping God showed 
his faithfulness by giving salvation to the Sons of Light. As God had kept ‘the covenant 
with our forefathers,’ so he had kept the warriors in the decisive battle against Belial and 
his forces. On the other hand, in both Daniel’s prayer and in the DSS the indictment is 
found that Israel did not keep the covenant and its rules and regulations (תוצמ, םיטפשמ etc.; 
cf. Dn 9:5; CD 2:18, 21). But in contrast to Daniel 9 where Daniel identifies himself with 
the people who had sinned, this is not expressed in the same way in CD. There it appears 
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the writer is more aloof and simply retells the past history of Israel, pointing out that the 
predecessors of the writer’s community then started groping and seeking God. This may be 
simply because of the difference in genre, since Daniel 9:4-15 is a communal lament and 
confession, whereas CD records at this stage the history of the community. A similar 
confession of sin to that in Daniel 9 (also using 1cp verbs) is however found in CD 20:28 
where the members of the writer’s community come and confess their sins against God, 
whose covenant laws they have failed to keep (cf. also the covenant initiation ceremony in 
1QS, esp. 2:24), but the context there is quite different from that in Daniel 9.  
The link between תירב and דסח is apparent both in the HB and in the DSS, firstly 
in the formula just discussed, ו תירבה רמשדסחה  (Dn 9:4; CD 19:1), but also in the DSS in 
the expression דסח תירב which appears twice, at 1QS 1:8 and 1QHa 27:7 (if the occurrence 
in 1QHa 27:7 is accepted as the correct reading). In both cases the expression refers to the 
community’s covenant to live by the Mosaic law according to their strict interpretation of 
it. For them living in this way is not a duty but a joy. In other contexts, however, דסח is not 
necessarily a covenant word.  
Another term often connected with covenant which is used in Daniel’s prayer, 
בהא (Dn 9:4, ‘those who love him,’ i.e. God), occurs with similar meaning also in the DSS, 
esp. in CD 3:2-3 where the writer refers to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob as ‘God’s friends’ 
(לאל םיבהוא; cf. also the expression תירב ילעב at 3:4) because they kept God’s covenant. בהא 
occurs with the same connotation also in CD 19:2 (‘those who love me’) in the context of 
the quotation from Deuteronomy 7:9, and in CD 20:21 (which quotes Ex 20:6). The 
members of the community described in 1QS are called to ‘love’ that which God loves 
(1QS 1:3), including fellow covenant members (1QS 1:9), a sentiment shared by the 
writer(s) of 1QHa (1QHa 4:24; 6:10; 8:16, 22 etc.; probably also 4:28). Interestingly, the 
word does not occur in the extant part of 1QM, but this is not surprising since the purpose 
of this scroll is not a call to covenant faithfulness as such but an injunction to the Sons of 
Light, i.e. the sectarians, to take up the real, physical battle against the Sons of Darkness 
and to fight this battle exactly according to the ritual requirements in order to ultimately 
bring in the Kingdom of God. 
The most favoured term for ‘entering’ the covenant used by the DSS writers is 
אוב (‘enter’),786 especially the expression תירב יאוב (‘those who enter the covenant’)787 
which does not occur in the MT, and which seems to be a terminus technicus for the 
                                                 
786 See CD 6:11; 8:21; 9:2-3; 12:11; 15:5; 19:16, 33; 20:25; 1QS 1:2-3; 2:12, 25-26; 5:8, 20; 6:14-15; 10:10; 1QHa 
13:20; 21:9, 13. 
787 CD 2:2; 3:10; 6:19; 8:1; 13:14; 19:13-14; 1QS 2:18. 
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members of the sect(s). Much more rarely used is תרכ (CD 15:8; 1QM 13:7, both referring 
to biblical covenants as opposed to the sectarian covenant). Perhaps it is significant that in 
the MT there are only two occurrences where אוב is used to express the idea of people 
entering into a covenant (Jr 34:10; 2 Chr 15:12), two occurrences where God is said to 
bring people into a covenant with himself (Ezk 16:8; 20:17), and one occurrence where a 
person (Jonathan) brings another person (David) into ‘a covenant of the Lord’ (1 Sm 20:8). 
All of these incidents are found in relatively late texts. It appears that there has been a shift 
in terminology, and that late texts prefer אוב rather than תרכ. Maybe the issue is also that in 
the DSS the initiative lies with the human party rather than God and that therefore the 
word אוב is used. By this time covenant ceremonies seem to have lacked the sacrificial 
element (at least with the DSS communities where no mention is made of accompanying 
sacrifices), which may explain the lack of use of תרכ, which appears to have implied such 
ceremonies (cf. Gn 15).  
Not quite so common as אוב to express the idea of entering into the covenant or 
upholding/establishing it is םוק (e.g. CD 3:10; 4:9; 20:12; 1QS 5:10, 21-22; 8:10 etc.). In 
most of these instances it is actually the sectarians who are said to enter or uphold the 
covenant, rather than God, who is the more common subject in the HB, and at 1QS 5:10 
the word is used instead of רמש, ‘keep.’ This shift in terminology indicates their 
theological bias: the sectarians took their interpretation of the Mosaic laws so seriously, 
that they used a word that in the HB is used mainly of God for their own upholding of 
these laws. 
One of the words used for covenant breaking is רבע (Dn 9:11). In the DSS this 
word usually occurs with this meaning in connection with God’s covenant, laws, 
stipulations etc. (cf. CD 1:20; 16:12 with reference to transgressing God’s covenant; 
elsewhere with reference to transgressing God’s laws, commandments, word etc: 1QS 5:7, 
14; 8:22; 1QHa 12:27; 20:24). However, in the covenant initiation ceremony of 1QS the 
word appears with the meaning ‘enter’ the covenant, just as in Deuteronomy 29:11 (1QS 
1:16, 18, 20, 24; 2:10, 11). Like the author of Deuteronomy, the writer of 1QS uses this 
particular term in the context of a significant juncture in the life of the initiate: in 
Deuteronomy 29 the Israelites were on the brink of entering Canaan; soon they would 
cross the river Jordan into a completely new situation. In the same way, the initiate in 1QS, 
by entering into the covenant of the community, was making a complete break with his old 
life.  
Transgressing the covenant in Daniel 9 is described in very general terms which 
includes the failure of the people to keep God’s commandments, refusal to listen to God’s 
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prophets and deliberate rebellion against God (Dn 9:4-6). In Daniel 11:32 and 1QM 1:2 the 
phrase תירב יעישרמ (‘violators’ or ‘wicked ones of the covenant’) is used to express the idea 
of those Jews who fall away from God’s covenant. In Daniel 11 the ‘falling away’ has to 
do with accepting the evil ruler’s religious reforms (which ultimately constituted idolatry 
or more literally ‘godlessness’ in the eyes of the writer of Daniel) instead of remaining 
steadfastly committed to God. Thus the תירב יעישרמ turn traitors who work hand in hand 
with the enemies of the Jews, which is also the sense the expression has in 1QM.  
In CD Israel’s transgression is explained by referring to specific offences. The 
writer defines it as ‘finding loopholes’ in the law (CD 1:18-19), which led to social 
injustice, such as corruption in court (CD 1:19), and ultimately to God’s judgment on the 
nation. He also mentions transgressions of regulations such as the prohibition of eating 
blood (CD 3:6), grumbling and complaining against God (CD 3:8), refusing to perform 
God’s commandments (e.g. to possess the land, cf. Nu 13; CD 3:7) and generally wilful 
disobedience because they preferred their own evil desires (CD 3:7; 2:16) and abandoning 
God’s covenant (CD 3:11). 1QHa 12:19 uses a rather rare synonym of רוס, רוז (‘turn aside’) 
to express the idea of people forsaking God’s covenant, who according to this writer will 
be trapped in their own snares because they have turned to idolatry. In 1QM 14:9-10 the 
writer speaks about the danger that the Sons of Light may be lured away (חדנ) from God’s 
covenant by the Sons of Belial, but also asserts that this did in fact not happen because 
God protected his followers by driving away Belial’s ‘spirits of destruction’ from them, 
rescuing them in their distress, and causing the followers of Belial to suffer destruction 
(1QM 14:10-11; cf. Dn 12:1). 
Whenever the covenant is broken, curses (הָלאָ)788 will be in operation. This is 
what Daniel confesses in his prayer (Dn 9:11), obviously referring to such texts as 
Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 (though הָלאָ does not appear in these chapters), or 
perhaps more likely Deuteronomy 29:20 where the word is used in the sense of curse. 
Similar sentiments appear in the DSS: CD 1:17; 15:2-3; 1QS 2:16; 5:12. In Daniel 9 and 
CD 1:17 the phrase ‘curses of the covenant’ (תירבה תולא)789 refers to the Babylonian exile 
which had been God’s punishment on his people because of Israel’s unfaithfulness, but in 
1QS 2:16 it appears in a curse formula during the initiation ceremony, which pronounces 
curses upon those who enter the community in case they fail to abide by its rules. In other 
words, the writer of 1QS considers his community as standing in direct succession to the 
Israel of the HB. In the context, 1QS 2:11-17 lists a number of curses spoken to initiates 
                                                 
788 This word can also be used in the sense of ‘oath’ (e.g. Dt 29:12; possibly CD 15:2).  
789 CD also uses a quotation from Leviticus 26 to express the idea of covenant curses, i.e. the ‘sword of vengeance, the 
vengeance of the covenant’ (תירב םקנ תמקנ ברחל; CD 1:17-18), which essentially makes the same point. 
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and patterned on Deuteronomy 29:18-20, with one significant change: the writer of 1QS 
replaces Deuteronomy’s ‘curse’ with ‘covenant’ (1QS 2:13), indicating that he obviously 
considered the curses as part of the covenant. Lists of curses and blessings are also recited 
in 1QM 13:1-6, where, however, the curses are not spoken against members of the 
community who might be in danger of forsaking their commitment to God, but their 
enemies, the ‘Sons of Belial’ (1QM 13:4-6).  
The opposite of transgressing the covenant is holding fast to it. For example, 1QS 
5:3 refers to the ‘majority rule of the men of the Yaḥad who hold fast to the covenant’ ( בור
תירבב םיקזחמה דחיה ישנא), apparently a reference to the full members of the Yaḥad. Here the 
reference is obviously to the sectarian covenant, i.e. their commitment to keep the Mosaic 
law according to their strict interpretation of it. Though the verb קזח does appear quite 
frequently in Daniel 10-11, only Daniel 11:32 uses it in connection with תירב: here it is 
stated that ‘those who know their God will be strong and act,’ in contrast to those who ‘act 
wickedly against the covenant’ who are led astray to apostasy by the despicable person. 
Apart from קזח, 1QH also uses the synonym ךמת (1QHa 10:21) to express the idea of 
holding fast to the covenant.  
One of the themes that permeates both the DSS and Daniel is that of proper 
‘insight’ (√ןיב), ‘understanding’ (√לכשׂ) and ‘knowledge’ (√עדי) of God and his ways 
among believers. One might argue that these are not covenant terms in the strict sense of 
the word, but Deuteronomy 29:8790 uses the root לכשׂ together with תירב, and Deuteronomy 
7:9 calls on Israel to know that Yahweh is the Lord who keeps his covenant and mercy 
with those who love him. The prophets repeatedly point out that God will act in judgment 
against his people because of their continued failure to keep the covenant so that ‘they may 
know that’ he ‘is the Lord’ (e.g. Ezk 16:62 where both תירב and עדי occur; cf. also Ezk 6:7, 
10 etc.791). Therefore insight, understanding and knowledge of God’s purposes are 
essential for members of his covenant in order to be able to do his will. However, the use 
of this terminology in Daniel and the DSS does have a slightly different nuances.  
Daniel and his friends belong to the maskîlîm who were endowed with (divine) 
wisdom and understanding (Dn 1:4,  ָח־לָכְבּ םי ִ֣ליִכְּשַׂמוּע ָ֔דַּמ יֵ֣ניִבְמוּ ֙תַעַ֙ד יֵעְד ֹ֤ יְו ה ָ֗מְכ ) to such a degree 
that they were considered better than other wise men at the Babylonian court (Dn 1:17-20). 
Their wisdom and understanding enables them to interpret dreams and visions (Dn 2, 4), to 
                                                 
790 ןוּֽשֲׂעַתּ ר ֶ֥שֲׁא־לָכּ ת ֵ֖א וּלי ִ֔כְּשַׂתּ ןַע ַ֣מְל ם ָֹ֑תא ם ֶ֖תיִשֲׂעַו תא ֹ֔ זַּה תי ִ֣רְבַּה ֙יֵרְבִדּ־תֶא ם ֶ֗תּ ְרַמְשׁוּ: ‘And you shall keep the words of this covenant 
and do them so that you may prosper/be successful/have understanding/live wisely in all that you do.’ (‘Live wisely’ 
is the translation in The Message). 
791 Ezekiel is particularly fond of the phrase הָוְהי יִ֣נֲא־ֽיִכּ וּעְָדיְו/ם ֶתְּעַדיִו (‘then you/they will know that I am the Lord’) which 
occurs with slightly different verb forms many times in this prophecy.  
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serve human authorities while remaining faithful to their God (Dn 5, 6), understand 
‘scripture’ (Dn 9), and to remain faithful, if necessary to death, in times of persecution 
when the temptation arose to abandon the God of Israel (Dn 3; 6; 11:32-45). Furthermore, 
the maskîlîm not only withstand the evil king’s pressure to conform to his religious 
reforms themselves, but teach others also, though at the cost of their lives in some 
instances (Dn 11:32-35). It is the ability to teach others and to understand scripture that 
receives particular attention in the DSS, sometimes using similar terminology, sometimes 
adding other words that express the same ideas.  
Similar qualities to those mentioned in Daniel 1:4 are listed in 1QS 4:3 where we 
are told that the spirit of God endows the enlightened members of the sect with ‘humility, 
patience, abundant compassion, perpetual goodness, insight, understanding, and powerful 
wisdom’ (DSSEL, italics added;  תמכחו הניבו לכשו םימלוע בוטו םימחר בורו םיפא ךרואו הונע חורו
הרובג). The three roots לכש, ןיב and עדי, together with תירב, also appear in 1QS 4:22.792 
Likewise, in 1QM 10:9-11, in a prayer, the writer praises God and then states: ‘Who is like 
Your people Israel, whom You have chosen for Yourself from all the peoples of the lands; 
the people of the saints of the covenant (תירב), learned in the statutes, enlightened in 
understan[ding      ]  (ה]֯ניב יליכשמ)  those who hear the glorious voice and see the holy 
angels, whose ears are open; hearing deep things’ (DSSEL, italics added). The root עדי 
occurs a few times in 1QM, but only once in close proximity to תירב (1QM 17:8).  
The writer(s) of the Hodayot refers a few times to the insight he has received 
from God (1QHa 5:19-20;793 15:26-27; 18:4; 19:4 etc.), using at least two of the roots 
mentioned above, though not together with תירב. The Hymn Scroll makes it very clear that 
such insight and understanding only comes from God, who reveals it to the writer(s). CD 
does not use the root לכש, except once to refer to the teaching the mebaqqer is to do (CD 
13:7), and twice to the office of Maskil, a term that has a special meaning in the DSS that it 
does not have in Daniel, denoting a teacher, instructor or overseer (e.g. CD 13:22; 1QS 
3:10 etc.). CD starts, however, by calling on ‘those who know righteousness’ (קדצ יעדוי) to 
‘understand’ or ‘consider the works of God’ (לא ישעמב וניבו; CD 1:1-2). Later on, the writer 
calls on his hearers to ‘listen’ so he can make them ‘see and understand God’s works’ (CD 
2:14; לא ישעמב ןיבהלו תוארל). New members will only be enrolled according to their 
knowledge (CD 15:15; ותעד), but otherwise CD uses less of this type of terminology than 
1QS. What is obvious is that 1QS and Daniel are most closely connected with regards to 
                                                 
792 ‘Thereby He shall give the upright insight into the knowledge of the Most High and the wisdom of the angels, 
making wise those following the perfect way. Indeed, God has chosen them for an eternal covenant’ (DSSEL, italics 
added; םימלוע תירבל לא רחב םב איכ כרד ימימת ליכשהל םימש ינב תמכחו ןוילע תעדב םירשי ןיבהל). 
793 ‘The spirit of flesh that it might understand all these things and obtain insight into the council of [Your] great 
[wonders?]’ (DSSEL; ןיבהל רשב חור לודג[ה ךאלפ ] ד וסב ליכשהלו הלא לוכב). 
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this ‘wisdom’ terminology. CD, 1QHa and 1QM use some of the terms, but not nearly as 
frequently as 1QS, though all these scrolls (with the exception, perhaps, of 1QM, which 
has a different focus altogether) in their own way make the point that wisdom and 
knowledge are necessary and imparted by God.  
One term not appearing in Daniel but fairly frequently in CD, 1QS and 1QHa is 
הלג, to reveal. For the sectarians, God’s special revelation to them of both the ‘revealed’ 
and the ‘hidden things’ (e.g. CD 3:13-14; 15:13; 1QS 1:8-9; 8:1) of the law is one of the 
things that sets them apart from other Jews. They have committed themselves to live by 
the Mosaic law according to the interpretation and understanding they have received 
regarding its practical application, and anyone among them not doing so will be excluded, 
either temporarily or permanently, from the ‘holy drink’ or ‘meals’ or the fellowship in 
general, depending on the seriousness of the offence committed (e.g. 1QS 8:16-19). 
Particularly important among these ‘revealed things’ are matters of ceremonial purity, 
halakhah, and calendar observance (e.g. CD 3:14; 5:6-14; 1QS 1:9; 5:9; 8:15-16), 
emphases that are hardly or not at all prevalent in Daniel (except for Daniel 1 where 
Daniel refuses the defiled food of the Babylonian king and is allowed to exchange it for 
‘pure’ vegetarian food).  
Though no details are mentioned, Daniel’s wisdom is concerned with advising 
believers to live faithfully before God and observing his covenant in a secular environment 
in times of relative political security as well as in times of widespread religious 
persecution and temptation to apostasy. The last issue is particularly significant in Daniel 
11. Moreover, Daniel is also concerned with wisdom in regard to what might be termed the 
‘end times.’ As pointed out above, I believe that the book discourages believers from 
trying to work out when these times arise, but encourages them to trust that God will 
indeed bring about his kingdom in his time, and that faithfulness will be rewarded, even if 
it means suffering, persecution and perhaps death in the present.  
The situation in the four DSS examined in this study seems to have been quite 
different. Though 1QHa also gives the impression that the writer(s) were (sometimes) 
persecuted, this seems to have been more an individual experience, or the experience of a 
limited group, and based on the misunderstanding other Jews had of him (them). CD and 
1QS describe communities that separated themselves from other Jews because of 
differences regarding the interpretation of ceremonial laws, calendar observance and 
halakhah, but one does not get from these documents the impression of widespread 
persecution because of their religion. Other Jews seem to have been free to observe the law 
according to their interpretation just as the sectarians were free to do so according to their 
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understanding. In fact, reference to the situation under pagan rulers, including a wicked 
persecutor of all adherents of Jewish religion, so prevalent in Daniel, is conspicuously 
absent from the DSS under examination, perhaps with the exception of 1QM. This appears 
to indicate that the communities described in CD, 1QS and 1QHa lived either long before 
the Maccabean wars, or long afterwards, when different circumstances prevailed.  
In 1QM, which probably describes an eschatological war that is still expected for 
the future, the enemy is described in terms reminiscent of Daniel 11:30-45, including 
Jewish apostates (תירב יעישרמ, Dn 11:32, 1QM 1:2; or תירב יבזע, Dn 11:30) who turn 
against their brethren and join the enemy (comprised of nations generally considered 
hostile to Israel: Edom, Moab, Philistia, the ‘Kittim;’ cf. 1QM 1:1-2; Dn 11:41 [which 
does not mention Philistia and the Kittim]). The suffering that believers experience is 
described in very general terms (1QM 1:11-12), but again reminiscent of Danielic 
terminology: it will be unlike any other suffering experienced so far (Dn 12:1). Unlike in 
Daniel 12, there is in the extant part of 1QM no hint of a future resurrection, but the 
description of the era after the final battle is similar in both Daniel and 1QM (cf. Dn 9:24; 
12:3; 1QM 1:8-9).  
The despicable person in Daniel 11 ultimately takes on and tries to eliminate the 
‘holy covenant’ (שׁדק תירב), an expression that occurs nowhere else either in the MT or the 
DSS. In my opinion, the deliberate vagueness of the term (it is anarthrous) allows for 
different interpretations that need not be mutually exclusive, but should perhaps be viewed 
together. The major viewpoints regarding its reference are: (a) to the Jewish nation in 
general or more specifically to faithful Jews; (b) to Jewish religious institutions; (c) to the 
Mosaic law; (d) the service of the priesthood, but I believe that the phrase ‘holy covenant’ 
refers to the whole of Jewish religion, including the people (nation) who practice it, and 
the law and its institutions (temple, priesthood, etc.) that encompass it. 
The writer of 1QM refers to a ‘covenant of peace’ (םולש תירב) in 12:3 where it 
applies to a select group of God’s chosen ones, presumably the warriors fighting God’s 
war, and whose immediate purpose is to give victory in war and whose ultimate purpose is 
to give unconditional, everlasting joy, blessing and life under God’s rule to those to whom 




4.1.2 What Covenant(s) Do the Authors Mean When They Mention the 
Word תירב? 
Any mention of or allusion to covenant in Daniel’s prayer first and foremost denotes 
God’s covenant with Israel at Mt Sinai. The people had constantly broken it and as a 
consequence had suffered the punishment of the Babylonian exile. In this connection, the 
phrase דסח(ה)ו תירב(ה) רמ(ו)ש, ‘keeper of the covenant and the faithfulness’ (Dn 9:4), refers 
to God’s promises for those who keep his covenant and threats to those who fail to do so, 
especially as outlined in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 (but also Dt 29-30), but also in 
prophetic threats, e.g. by Jeremiah. This also applies to the use of the formula in CD 19:1-
2 (which is a quotation of Dt 7:9) and the reference to it in 1QM 14:4, though in the 
narrower context of 1QM the reference is a prayer of praise to God for his deliverance of 
the Sons of Light in the war against the Sons of Darkness, and therefore may possibly 
there also apply to the sectarian covenant.  
All the DSS under consideration refer to the Sinai covenant in one way or 
another. In particular, the sectarian commitment to do whatever God requires is thoroughly 
based on their specific interpretation of the Mosaic law. On a number of occasions the 
Abrahamic (or patriarchal) covenant is mentioned. It is possible that it is this covenant that 
is meant by the expression םינשאר תירב, ‘covenant of the first ones/forefathers’ (e.g. CD 
1:4; 6:2). However, the same expression appears in Leviticus 26:45 where it refers to the 
exodus generation and hence apparently also to the Sinai covenant, and this seems to be 
implied in both CD 1:4 and 6:2 (cf. also CD 3:10). Since the latter reference also mentions 
descendants of Aaron, the priestly covenant may also be hinted at. At CD 4:9-10 the 
related expression םינשארל לא םיקה רשא תירבכ appears to refer either to the writer’s own 
time or the predecessors of his community. Also related to the expression םינשאר תירב is 
the phrase ‘covenant of the Fathers’ (CD 8:18a; תובאה תירב), which may originally have 
referred to the patriarchs, but was again extended to the exodus generation, and by 
implication to the writer’s own generation.  
The covenant with the priests, either in general or particularly that with Phinehas 
(or his father Eleazar and brother Ithamar) is the focus of 1QM 12:3 and 17:2-3. Indeed, 
the priests play an important role in the battles described in 1QM. Some scholars have 
identified the ‘holy covenant’ of Daniel 11 with the priestly covenant, but in my opinion 
this is too restricted a view (see above). There are also several references to the priestly 
covenant in 1QS, notably those instances where the writer refers to ‘the men of his [i.e. 
God’s] covenant’ (1QS 5:9; 6:19). This scroll is the only document among those 
considered in this study where the Zadokite priesthood plays a particularly prominent role, 
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as can be seen by the designation ‘keepers of the covenant’ (1QS 5:2) which in the HB is 
reserved for God.  
The sectarian covenant is labelled לא תירב (‘covenant of God’; cf. CD 3:11; 5:12; 
7:5; 13:14; 14:2; 20:17), though in CD 3:11 the phrase refers to the Sinai covenant. This 
expression, therefore, shows that the sectarians considered their covenant as much a 
covenant with God as the biblical covenants, in particular since they believed that their 
interpretation of the Mosaic law was the only correct one. This is also evident in 1QS 5:13-
18 where the writer calls upon his readers not to associate with outsiders, since they are not 
‘counted within [God’s] covenant’ (1QS 5:18) because they do not know it, i.e. they have 
not received the correct interpretation of God’s law, and therefore are considered worthless 
(1QS 5:18-19). The text at 1QS 5 is reminiscent of Daniel 11:32 where those who know 
their God can teach others, while those who do not know their God collaborate with the 
enemy against their own people. At 1QS 8:15 the members of the community are said to 
belong to the ‘covenant of the Yaḥad,’ a term that only appears there and seems to 
emphasize the uniqueness of the sectarian commitment to their interpretation of the law of 
Moses. 
Unlike CD, 1QS seems to have envisaged a particular group of fifteen spiritual 
leaders consisting of twelve members and three priests (1QS 8:1ff) who apparently were 
considered to have had particular knowledge of and insight into the ‘covenant of justice’ 
(טפשמ תירב; 1QS 8:9), or the ‘covenant of eternal statutes’ (םלוע תוק {◦◦}וחל תירב; 1QS 
8:10). Both of these expressions are unique and appear to refer to the sectarians’ 
commitment to adhere to the law of Moses according to their interpretation of it, as it was 
revealed to this fifteen-member council who would presumably pass on these revelations 
to the remainder of the members. By pointing out that he considered this covenant a 
‘covenant of eternal statutes,’ the writer once again makes the statement that the 
interpretation of the Mosaic law as practised by his community is in fact divinely 
sanctioned and therefore eternally valid, just as the divine covenants in the HB. Possibly a 
related text to 1QS 8:10 is 1QHa 8:24 where the expression ךתירב יקוח (‘statutes of your 
covenant’) appears. There the writer expresses the idea that God’s covenant entails rules 
and regulations which apparently refer to the Mosaic covenant stipulations (as interpreted 
by his community).  
The unique reference to a ‘covenant of humankind’ in 1QH 4:27 possibly also 
refers to the initiation ceremony of new entrants, but the fragmentary nature of the text 
makes certainty impossible. Though 1QHa 12:35 is not easy to interpret, it appears that in 
the phrase הכתירבמ יתבזענ (I have been forsaken by/from your covenant) covenant refers to 
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people, i.e. the covenant community, against whom enemies have arisen. Unlike these 
enemies, who have forsaken him and his community (and, by implication, God), the writer 
holds fast to God’s covenant (1QHa 12:39).  
Only CD mentions the ‘new covenant’ explicitly, and always applies it to 
something that happened in the past history of the writer’s community to which he and his 
readers adhere. The prayer in Daniel 9 is the result of a reflection on Jeremiah’s prophecies 
and some authors (Kline 1974; Steinmann 2008:474) have suggested that the answer he 
receives to his prayer actually refers to the new covenant, but the language of Daniel 9:24-
27 is very vague indeed and allows for different interpretations and applications. In other 
words, while it is not impossible, the original referent was probably not the new covenant.    
What is interesting is that in the DSS under consideration the Davidic covenant is 
not mentioned at all, unless one considers the reference to the messiahs of Aaron and Israel 
(CD 20:1) an oblique reference to this covenant. Daniel 11:22 mentions a ‘prince of the 
covenant’ which probably refers to a religious figure in the context, but it could also be a 
political figure, in which case one might consider this a veiled reference to the Davidic 
covenant. The same applies to Daniel 9:27. Nevertheless, it is obvious that neither in 
Daniel nor in CD, 1QS, 1QH and 1QM does the Davidic covenant play a significant role. 
For them the patriarchal, Sinai and priestly covenants are far more important. The DSS 
sect(s) obviously considered their own covenant, i.e. their commitment to keep the Mosaic 
law according to their own strict interpretation of it, an extension of these earlier 
covenants.  For them to be in covenant meant to live strictly by the rules given in what 
they considered authoritative scripture according to their interpretation of it. In particular, 
it included the observance of specific rules concerning ceremonial purity, calendar and 
halakhah that were much more stringent than among other Jewish groups such as the 
Pharisees. To some extent, Daniel 9 makes similar points: Israel was punished because of 
their failure to live by God’s laws, but Daniel does not identify any specific areas where 
this was the case, though there are possibly two exceptions. Firstly, in Daniel 1, which was 
not considered in this thesis, Daniel and his friends refuse to accept the diet of the pagan 
king for themselves. But probably this has to do with the second exception, that of 
idolatry: accepting such food may have included a more or less explicit acceptance of 
pagan religion, since it is possible that the meat on the menu was first offered to the 
Babylonian idols. Idolatry is also a theme in Daniel 9:27 and 11:31, both of which speak 
about the ‘abomination of desolation’ which the pagan ruler will set up in the Temple at 
Jerusalem. The very words used to describe this idol figure (whatever it was) show the 
abhorrence of the writer concerning the worship of any other gods but Yahweh. But 
otherwise, Daniel makes no mention of halakhah. The obvious reason for this is because 
358 
 
the purpose of Daniel is not to outline rules and regulations of righteous living, but to 
encourage readers to be faithful to God at all times, but particularly to stand firm during 






4.2 Preview – Where Hence? 
The limited scope of this study did not allow me to go into details or even mention a 
number of areas which may promise interesting fields for further research. One of these is 
the possibility of allusions to the Davidic covenant in the DSS, both the ones considered 
here and others. It would also be interesting to investigate whether or not the covenant 
theme permeates all of Daniel, and if it does so, how. An approach similar to that of 
Wildgruber (2013) for the study of the remaining chapters of Daniel would probably be 
very profitable in this regard. The ever-increasing details of the wicked ruler and his 
kingdom in the visions has only been touched upon, and a more thorough investigation of 
this theme woul probably be very enlightening.  
A comparison of the significance of the covenant theme in Daniel and the DSS 
studied here with other late biblical books such as Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah could 
prove to be very profitable, as would be the investigation of the use of the word תירב and 
related terms in other DSS and comparing those findings with the ones made here.  
Despite the fact that there have been a number of studies specifically concerned 
with the development of the different scrolls, this too is still a matter of debate and hence 
worthy of future study. For example, it appears to me that perhaps CD was a document 
that was written for the general membership and 1QS for the leadership – if this could be 
substantiated, it would explain why an apparently older document (CD and the related 
fragments in the Qumran caves) continued to be copied alongside the younger one (1QS 
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